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Sen.  Kerr  and  others  introduced  S.  120  which  was 
referred  to  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee. 

Print  of  bill  as  introduced  and  remarks  of  Sen.  Kerr. 

Sen.  Humphrey  and  others  introduced  S.  86l  which 
was  referred  to  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee. 
Print  of  bill  as  introduced  and  remarks  of  Sen. 
Humphrey . 

Rep.  Blatnik  introduced  H.  R.  6Uhl  which  was  refer¬ 
red  to  the  House  Public  Works  Committee.  Print  of 
bill  as  introduced. 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  6hhl  with  amendments. 
H.  Report  No.  306.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

House  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for 
consideration  of  H.  R.  6UI1I .  H.  Res.  27U  and  H. 
Report  No.  329.  Print  of  resolution  and  report. 

House  passed  H.  R.  6UUl  with  amendments. 

H.  R.  6UUl  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

Senate  committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actu¬ 
ally  report  S.  120. 

Senate  committee  reported  S.  120  with  amendments. 

S.  Report  No.  353.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  6Uhl  with  amendments. 

S.  120  was  indefinitely  postponed  due  to  the  passage 
of  H.  R.  6hhl. 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  6Ultl . 

Conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report. 

House  received  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6Uhl. 

H.  Report  No.  675.  Print  of  conference  report. 

House  agreed  to  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6U1I. 
Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6IiUl. 
Approved:  Public  Law  87-88. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  87-88 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1961.  In¬ 
creases  the  annual  authorizations  for  Federal  grants  to  help 
communities  to  construct  sewage  trestment  plants.  Authorizes 
million  annually,  with  an  overall  limit  of  §2$  million,  for 
development  of  new  methods  of  sewage  treatment.  Authorizes 
the  establishment  of  water-pollution  demonstration  and  research 
facilities  and  requires  that  at  least  one  laboratory  be  located 
in  each  of  the  following  areas:  Northeast,  Middle  Atlantic, 
South  east,  Midwest,  Southwest,  Pacific  Northwest  and  Alaska. 
Authorizes  Federal  agencies  constructing  reservoirs  to  include 
capacity  for  water  quality  control.  Directs  HEW  to  make  a 
study  of  water-puality  needs  and  waste-disposal  practices  in 
the  Great  Lakes.  Requires  that  water  polluted  by  discharges 
from  Federal  facilities  be  included  in  any  Federal  report  on 
pollution. 


' 


34. 


TOBACCO.  H.  R.  1022,  by  Rep.  Matthews,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  to  provide  for  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco  acreage  allotment sy 
to  Agriculture  Committee. 

APPROPRIATIONS.  H.  Con,  Res.  18,  by  Rep,  Poff,.  relative  to  the  exercise^y  the 
President  of  the  United  States  of  veto  powers  over  items  in  certain  bills;  to 
Rule\  Committee, 


35.  LANDS,  ft.  R.  1785,  by  Rep.  Inouye,  to  require  an  act  of  Congresyfor  public 
land  withdrawals  in  excess  of  5,000  acres  in  the  aggregate  for^dny  project 
or  facilitV  of  any  department  or  agency  of  the  Government;  to/Interior  and» 
Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

BILLS  INTRODUCED  JANUARY  5 

36.  FOOD  ALLOTMENT;  FARM  PROGRAM.  S.  23,  by  Sen.  Aiken  (for  himself  and  others), 

to  safeguard  the  health,  efficiency,  and  morale  of  ^he  American  people;  to 
provide  for  improved  nutrition  through  a  more  effective  distribution  of  food  si 
plies  through  a  food  allotment  program;  to  assist  in  maintaining  fair  prices 
and  incomes  to  farmers  by  providing  adequate  outlets  for  agricultural  products; 
to  prevent  burdening  and  Obstructing  channels /Of  interstate  commerce;  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  full  use  of  agricultural  resources ;/to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Com¬ 
mittee. 

37.  FARM  LOANS.  S.  34,  by  Sen,  Youn^y  N.  DaJ*;,  to  amend  section  16(a)  of  title  I 

of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant\^ct*/as  amended,  to  permit  loans  insured 
thereunder  to  be  insured  for  the  fiii): value  of  the  farm, less  any  prior  lien 
indebtedness;  to  Agriculture  and  F^Ostry  Committee. 

38.  LANDS.  S.  39,  by  Sen.  Young,  N.yDak.,  providing  for  the  return  to  former 

owners  of  certain  lands,  including  Indian\tribal  lands,  acquired  in  connection 
with  the  Garrison  Dam  projec y  of  mineral  interests  in  such  lands. 

39.  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  S.  53,  Vy  Sen,  Goldwater,  to.  amend  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  ServicesAict  of  1949,  as  amende  ay  to  promote  the  welfare  of  the 
Indian  tribes  by  making  available  to  them  surplu\personal  property;  to 
Government  Operations7  Committee. 


40.  WATER  POLLUTION.  S.  120,  by  Sen,  Kerr  (for  himself  and  others),  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a.  more  effective  program 
of  water  pollution  control;  to  Public  Works  Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  Kerr, 
p.  171  * 


PRICES.  / 144,  by  Sen.  Bueh  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Bennett) ,  "t  amend  the  Em¬ 
ployment  ket  of  1946  to  make  the  maintenance  of  a  reasonably  s  ble  price  level 


an  ext 
Remarl! 


cit  aim  of  Federal  economic  policy;  to  Banking  and  Curre 
of  Sen.  Bush.  pp.  171-2 


42.  MI 
t 


S.  146,  by  Sen.  Proxmire  (for  himself  and  others) ,  to  exten 
special  milk  program  for  children;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
rks  of  Sen.  Proxmire.  pp.  172-3 


FORESTS.  S.  147,  by  Sen.  Dirksen,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agricultui 
to  develop  a  recreation  area  in  connection  with  the  Ahawnee  National 
in  Pope  County,  Ill.;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee, 


Committee. 


increas 

ittee. 
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44. 


45. 


46. 


47. 


43. 


49, 


DEPRESSED  AREAS,  S.  1,  by  Sen.  Douglas,  et  al,  S.  6,  by  Sen.  Scott,  and  S.  9, 
by  Sen,  Dirksen,  et  al,  to  establish  an  effective  program  to  alleviate  confli-^ 
tions  of  substantial  and  persistent  unemployment  and  underemployment  in  certj " 
economically  distressed  areas;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee.  Remarks 
abhors  pp.  13U-k7,  li*7-8,  l5l-5,  157-63,  202,  206 


RECREATION.  S.  U,  by  Sen.  Yarborough,  to  provide  for  the  establishment/of  the 
Padre  'Ipland  National  Seashore;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 
Remarks  Vf  author  pp.  150-1 

S,  h6,\by  Sens,  Chavez  and  Anderson,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  and 
administration  of  basic  public  recreation  facilities  at  the  Elepjzant  Butte  and 
Caballo  Reservoir  areas.  New  Mexico;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee* 

S.  105,  by^Sen.  Anderson,  to  provide  for  the  construction  cu  recreation  fa¬ 
cilities  in  the 'Elephant  Butte  Reservoir  area,  N,  Mex,,  to'  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee^ 

S.  121,  by  Sen.Nterr,  et  al,  to  make  the  evaluation  of/recreational  benefits 
resulting  from  the  construction  of  any  Federal  water  resources  project  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  projeckplanning;  to  Public  Works  Committee.  Remark's  p.  171 


RECLAMATION.  S.  13,  by  SEns.  Engle  and  Kuchel,  to  provide  for  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  in  the  development  of\irrigation  in  connection  with  non-Federal  municipal 
and  industrial  water  project^;  to  Public  Works  Qommittee,  Remarks  of  author 


165-6 

S.  175,  by  Sen.  Moss,  to  amEnd 
respect  to  the  protection  of  nati 
of  such  act;  to  Interior  and  In£ 


the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  with 
mal  parks/and  monuments  under  the  provisions 
ir  Affairs  Committee.  Remarks  pp.  182-U 
Various  other  bills  on  reclamation:  S',  lh,  by  Sen.  Bennett,  S.  26,  by  Sen. 
Moss,  S.  66,  by  Sens.  Church  and  Dwo^hak  (remarks  of  Sen.  Church  p.  168), 

S.  103,  by  Sens.  Engle  and  Kuchel,  SyOf)7,  by  Sens.  Anderson  and  Chavez,  S.  llii; 
by  Sens.  Kerr  ana  Monroney,  and  S.  ^17,  Sens.  Kerr  and  Monroney;  to  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 


WHEAT.  S.  33,  by  Sen.  Young,  N-/Dak.,  to  rembve  wheat  for  seeding  purposes  whicl 
has  been  treated  with  poisonous  substances  from  the  "unfit  for  human  consump¬ 
tion"  category  for  the  purposes  of  section  22  o\  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1933;  to  Agriculture^ and  Forestry  Committed 

S.  35,  by  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak.,  relating  to  acreage  allotments  for  Durum 
wheat;  to  Agriculture  Committee, 

S.  37,  by  Sen,  Your^,  N.  Dak,,  to  provide  for  the  Establishment  of  a  Spring 
wheat  quality  re sear ph  laboratory  in  the  State  of  Nortn\Dakota;  to  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee’, 


SALINE  WATER.  Sj/22,  by  Sen.  Case,  S.  Dak.,  S.  100,  ty -Scn.^Engle,  and  S.  109, 
by  Sens.  Anderson  and  Gruening,  to  expand  and  extend  the  saline  water  conver¬ 
sion  progranu/etc •/  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee •  \Remarks  of 
Sen.  Engle  pp.  168-70 


LANDS*  S/  111,  by  Sens  Anderson  et  al,  to  authorize  public  land  States  to  selec 
certaiiy  public  lands  in  exchange  for  land  taken  by  the  United  States  x  or  mili¬ 
tary  phd  other  uses;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

112,  by  Sens.  Kerr  and  Monroney,  to  provide  that  the  Secretary  ofNihe 
shall  establish  a  national  cemetery  in  Fort  Reno,  Okla.,  on  certain  lands 
fesently  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  to  Interior 
id  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  ’  * 

H5,  by  Sen.  Kerr,  to  stabilize  the  mining  of  lead  and  zinc  by  small  do-\ 
mestic  producers  on  public,  Indian  and  other  lands;  to  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee. 
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agencies.  The  report  will  reach  the  Con¬ 
gress  this  spring.  The  need  for  the 
.Folsom  South  Canal  to  serve  lands  in 
Sacramento  and  San  Joaquin  Counties  is 
^ent.  Ultimately  the  Auburn  Reser- 
voiVwill  be  required  to  supply  the  water 
for  the  Folsom  South  Canal.  Electric 
energysfrom  the  Auburn  powerplant  is 
needed  soon  as  possible  in  the  Central 
Valley  an 

The  Aubhm-Folsom  South  unit  is  a 
logical  and  feasible  addition  to  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
may  be  printed  iiVthe  Record. 

The  PRESIDING^OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  anck  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred;  and,  without  objection,  the  bill 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  103)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  oper¬ 
ate,  and  maintain  the  Aubhrn-Folsom 
south  unit,  American  RiverV division, 
Central  Valley  project,  California,  under 
Federal  reclamation  laws,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Engle  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Kuckel)  , 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title, \e 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  a 
Insular  Affairs,  and  ordered  to  be' 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled..  That,  for 
the  principal  purpose  of  increasing  the  sup¬ 
ply  of  water  available  for  irrigation  and  other 
beneficial  uses  in  the  Central  Valley  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  acting 
pursuant  to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388.  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  there¬ 
to)  ,  is  authorized  to  construct,  operate  and 
maintain,  as  an  addition  to,  and  an  integral 
part  of,  the  Central  Valley  project,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  the  Auburn-Folsom  South  unit, 
American  River  division,  in  general  accord¬ 
ance  with  plans  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  prepared  pursuant  to  the  Act  of 
October  14,  1949  (63  Stat.  862)  and  adopted 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  Decem¬ 
ber  8,  1960.  The  works  authorized  to  be  con¬ 
structed  shall  consist  of — 

(1)  the  Auburn  Dam  and  Reservoir,  a 
major  storage  reservoir  having  a  storage  ca¬ 
pacity  of  approximately  one  million  acre- 
feet,  to  be  constructed  on  the  American  River 
near  the  city  of  Auburn,  California; 

(2)  a  hydroelectric  powerplant  at  Auburn 
Dam  with  a  generating  capacity  of  approxi¬ 
mately  one  hundred  and  sixty  thousand  kilo¬ 
watts  and  necessary  electric  transrhission 
system  for  inter-connection  with  the  Central 
Valley  project  power  system; 

(3)  a  reservoir  or  reservoirs  with  necessary 
diversion  works,  conduits,  ana  other  ap 
purtenant  works  of  adequate  capacity  for  the 
delivery  of  water  supplies  to  approximately 
15,000  acres  of  the  Forest ^Hill  Divide  area  in 
Placer  County; 

(4)  Folsom  South  Cabal  and  related  oper¬ 
ating  structures,  including  pumping  plants, 
regulating  reservoirs,  floodways,  channels, 
levees,  and  other  appurtenant  works  for  the 
diversion  and  conveyance  of  water  of  the 
American  River  from  an  appropriate  point 
upstream  of  .Nimbus  Dam  on  said  river  to 
such  point  An  San  Joaquin  County  as  the 
Secretary  ax  the  Interior  determines  will  best 
serve  tbVneeds  of  Sacramento  and  San  Joa¬ 
quin  Counties,  and  in  the  construction  of 
such/anal  and  related  operating  structures, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  proVide,  in  such 

as  he  deems  necessary  and  economi- 
illy  feasible,  for  the  future  construction  of 
east  side  division  of  the  Central  Valley 
project,  now  under  study  as  a  means  of  pro¬ 
viding  supplemental  water  on  the  east  6lde 
of  the  Southern  San  Joaquin  Valley; 


(6)  Folsom -Malby  Canal  with  necessary 
pumping  plants  and  a  regulatory  reservoir 
of  approximately  twenty-five  thousand  acre- 
feet,  located  near  Malby  Crossing  on  Carson 
Creek  six  miles  south  of  Folsom,  California, 
to  serve  approximately  ten  thousand  acres 
of  land  below  an  elevation  of  five  hundred 
feet  lying  in  Sacramento  and  El  Dorado 
Counties. 

Sec.  2.  Subject  to  'the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  the  operation  of  the  Auburn-Folsom 
South  unit,  American  River  division,  shall  be 
integrated  and  coordinated,  from  both  a 
financial  and  an  operational  standpoint,  with 
the  operation  of  other  features  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project,  as  presently  authorized 
and  as  may  in  the  future  be  authorized  by 
Act  of  Congress,  in  such  manner  as  will 
effectuate  the  fullest,  most  beneficial,  and 
most  economic  utilization  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  hereby  made  available.  The  Auburn 
Dam  shall  be  operated  for  flood  control  in 
accordance  with  criteria  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  as  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tion  7  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  887) .  Minimum  basic  facilities  may  be 
provided  for  the  accommodation  of  the  visit¬ 
ing  public  at  Auburn  Reservoir  and  its  shore- 
land  if  responsible  local  Interests  agree  toy 
assume  the  operation  and  maintenance 
thereof.  The  costs  of  such  facilities  shall  ySe 
nonreimbursable  and  nonreturnable. 


Sec.  5.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $181  million,  plus  or  tqinus 
such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by 
reason  of  ordinary  fluctuation  in  construc¬ 
tion  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  ln\ 
dexes  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction' 
authorized  in  this  act,  and,  In  addition 
thereto,  such  sums  as  may  be  required  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  Auburn-Folsom 
south  unit. 


PROGRAM  OF  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  AND  EVALUATION  OF 
RECREATIONAL  BENEFITS  FROM 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  FEDERAL 
WATER  RESOURCES  PROJECTS 


Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  introduce, 
for  appropriate  reference,  two  bills. 
The  first  bill  provides  for  a  more  effec¬ 
tive  program  for  water  pollution  control. 
The  second  bill  makes  the  evaluation  of 
recreational  benefits  resulting  from  the 
construction  of  any  water  resources 
project  an  integral  part  of  project  plan¬ 
ning.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
these  two  bills  may  lie  on  the  desk  until 
following  the  opening  of  next  Monday’s 
session  in  order  that  other  Senators 
who  care  to  do  so  may  join  as  authors 
of  them. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bills 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred;  and,  without  objection,  the  bills 
will  lie  on  the  desk,  as  requested  by  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  bills  introduced  by  Mr.  Kerr  are 
as  follows; 

By  Mr.  KERR  (for  himself,  Mr.  Chavez, 
Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Case  of  South  Da¬ 
kota,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Monroney, 
and  Mrs.  Neuberger)  : 

S.  120.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more 
effective  program  of  water  pollution;  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  KERR  (for  himself,  Mr.  Chavez, 
Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota,  Mr.  Mon¬ 
ro  net,  Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mrs.  Neu¬ 
berger)  : 

S.  121.  A  bill  to  make  the  evaluation  of 
recreational  benefits  resulting  from  the  con¬ 
struction  of  any  Federal  water  resources 
project  an  integral  part  of  project  planning, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works. 


AMENDMENT  OF  THE  EMPLOYMENT 
ACT  OF  1946 


Sec.  3.  In  locating  and  designating  the 
rorks  authorized  for  construction  /by  the 
filet  section  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  of 
theXInterior  through  the  Commissioner  of 
Reclamation  shall  give  due  cemsideration 
to  the  xeports  upon  the  California  water  plan 
prepareckby  the  State  of  California,  and  shall 
consult  the  local  Interests  to  be  affected  by 
the  construction  and  operation  of  said  works 
through  public  hearings/or  In  such  manner 
as  in  his  discretion  maybe  found  best  suited 
to  a  maximum  expression  of  the  views  of  such 
local  Interests. 


Sec.  4.  Nothing /Contained  In  this  act  shall 
be  construed  by/lmpllcatlon  or  otherwise  as 
an  allocation  ol  watek  and  In  the  studies 
for  the  purposes  of  development  plans  for 
disposal  of /water  as  herein  authorized  the 
Secretary  ,of  the  Interior  snail  make  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  use  of  Vater  in  accord 
with  State  water  laws,  Including  but  not 
limited  to  such  laws  giving  priority  to  the 
counties  and  areas  of  origin  for  present  and 
future  needs. 


Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  I 
introduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Employment  Act  of 
1946  to  make  the  maintenance  of  a  rea¬ 
sonably  stable  price  level  an  explicit  aim 
of  Federal  economic  policy. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  submit,  for  ap¬ 
propriate  reference,  a  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  proposing  an  amendment  to  the 
Joint  Rules  of  the  House  and  Senate  to 
give  the  President  item  veto  powers  over 
appropriation  bills  and  nonappropriation 
bills  which  contain  authorizations  to  bor¬ 
row  money  directly  from  the  Treasury. 

I  am  privileged  to  have  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  and  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
as  cosponsors  of  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  bill  and  the  resolution  may 
lie  on  the  desk  until  the  close  of  busi¬ 
ness  next  Tuesday,  January  10,  so  that 
other  Senators  may  join  in  sponsorship 
of  either  or  both  if  they  so  desire. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  an  announcement  I  have  made 
cohperning  the  bill  and  the  concurrent 
resolution  may  be  printed  in  the  Record 
after  these  remarks,  followed  by  the  texts 
of  the  ttvo  measures. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  and  the,  concurrent  resolution  will  be 
received  and  appropriately  referred; 
and,  without  (Objection,  the  bill,  the  con¬ 
current  resolution,  and  the  announce¬ 
ment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

The  bill  (S.  144)  to\mend  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Act  of  1946  to  n^ake  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  a  reasonably  stable  price  level 
an  explicit  aim  of  Federal  economic 
policy,  introduced  by  Mr.  Bush  (for  him¬ 
self  and  Mr.  Bennett),  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hovs9 
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Anierica  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a) 
section  2  of  the  Employment  Act  of  1946  Is 
amended  by  deleting  the  final  nine  words 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 
“to  promote  maximum  employment,  produc¬ 
tion,  and  purchasing  power,  and  to  main¬ 
tain  a  reasonably  stable  price  level.” 

(b)  Section  3(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  Hand  (4)”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “(4)  current  and 
foreseeable  trends  in  price  levels  prevailing 
in  the  economy  a\d  the  steps,  if  any,  which 
have  been  taken  tb  maintain  a  reasonably 
stable  level  of  prices^  and  (5).” 

(c)  Section  4(a)  or'such  Act  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  final  seven  words  of  the 
second  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “purchasing  power,  and  to 
maintain  a  reasonably  stable,  level  of  prices 
under  free  competitive  enterprise.” 

(d)  Section  4(c)  (4)  of  such  A6t  is  amended 

by  striking  out  "end  purchasing  power;”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“Purchasing  power,  and  a  reasonably  stable 
price  level;”.  \ 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  R<es. 
2)  giving  the  President  of  the  United 
States  the  power  to  veto  items  in  certairh 
bills  was  received,  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  and, 
under  the  rule,  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  ( the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring) ,  That,  effective 
on  the  first  day  of  the  second  regular  session 
of  the  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  the  joint 
rule  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  contained  in  section  138  of  the 
Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“(c)  No  bill  or  joint  resolution  making 
appropriations  or  authorizing  the  borrowing 
of  money  directly  from  the  Treasury  shall  be 
reported  to  or  considered  in  either  House  un¬ 
less  it  contains  a  section  which  shall  read  as 
follows  ((1)  in  the  case  of  any  bill  (or  joint 
resolution)  making  an  appropriation  or  (2) 
in  the  case  of  any  bill  (or  joint  resolution) 
authorizing  the  borrowing  of  money  directly 
from  the  Treasury)  : 

“(1)  Sec.  .  When  this  bill  (or  joint  res¬ 
olution)  shall  have  been  presented  to  the 
President  as  required  by  section  7  of  article 
I  of  the  Constitution,  the  President  shall 
have  power  to  disapprove  any  amount  or  any 
provision,  whether  or  not  related  to  an 
amount,  which  is  contained  herein,  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  may,  under  said  section 
7,  disapprove  as  a  whole  any  bill  so  pre¬ 
sented  to  him.  The  provisions  of  said  sec¬ 
tion  7  which  relate  to  reconsideration  shall 
also  apply  to  any  amount  or  provision  or  pary 
thereof  so  disapproved  to  the  same  extent  as 
they  apply  to  a  bill  that  has  been  disap¬ 
proved  in  its  entirety.  / 

"(2)  Sec.  .  When  this  bill  (or  joi/t  res¬ 
olution)  shall  have  been  presented/ to  the 
President  as  required  by  section  7 /of  article 
I  of  the  Constitution,  the  President  shall 
have  power  to  disapprove  an/  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  borrowing  money  directly  from  the 
Treasury,  which  is  containecf  herein,  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  may,  under  said  section  7 
disapprove  as  a  whole  any  bill  so  presented 
to  him.  The  provisions  of  said  section  7 
which  relate  to  reconsideration  shall  also 
apply  to  any  authorization  or  part  thereof 
so  disapproved  to  t ne  same  extent  as  they 
apply  to  a  bill  than  has  been  disapproved  in 
its  entirety.”  / 

The  announcement  presented  by  Mr. 
Bush  is  as  follows : 

Washington,  January  5. — U.  S.  Senator 
Prescott  Bush  introduced  today  two  meas¬ 
ures  which  he  said  were  intended  to  help 
the  Kennedy  Administration  combat  infla- 
tiorr  and  to  exercise  fiscal  responsibility  in 
tl>e  National  Government. 


They  were: 

1.  A  price  stability  amendment  to  the 
Employment  Act  of  1946. 

2.  A  concurrent  resolution  to  give  the 
President  item  veto  power  over  appropria¬ 
tions  bills,  and  bills  authorizing  direct  bor¬ 
rowings  from  the  Treasury. 

Senator  Bush  was  joined  in  sponsorship 
of  the  price  stability  amendment  by  Sena¬ 
tor  Wallace  F.  Bennett,  Republican,  Utah, 
and  in  sponsorship  of  the  item  veto  bill  by 
Senators  Harry  F.  Byrd,  Democrat,  Virginia, 
Chairman  of  the  Senate  Finance  Committee, 
and  John  J.  Williams,  Republican,  Dela¬ 
ware,  the  ranking  minority  member  of  that 
committee. 

“The  new  administration  will  take  office 
at  a  time  when  the  United  States  faces  a 
unique  and  disturbing  crisis,”  said  Senator 
Bush,  a  member  of  the  Senate  Banking 
Committee  and  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Joint  Economic  Committee  of  the 
Congress. 

“The  continued  drain  upon  our  gold  re¬ 
serves,  resulting  from  a  deficit  in  our  inter¬ 
national  payments,  has  weakened  confidence 
in  the  dollar. 

“It  is  essential  that  the  administration 
and  Congress  give  first  priority  to  reversing 
Uhis  dangerous  trend,  and  to  restoring  full 
(Confidence  in  the  credit  of  the  United  States. 
Upon  that  credit  depends  not  only  our  eco¬ 
nomic  strength,  but  also  our  military  power, 
whiclV  must  remain  unquestioned  in  these 
times  of  tension  and  danger.  / 

“We  must  make  clear  to  the  world  our 
intention  to  avoid  inflationary  practices, /nd 
to  adhere  to,  sound  fiscal  policies.  / 

The  Employment  Act  is  the  basic  con¬ 
gressional  directive  to  Federal  policymaking 
officials  concerning  national  economic  policy. 
The  proposed  amendment  wouju  add  the 
maintenance  of  “a\reasonably/stable  price 
level”  to  the  act’s  Npresent/ objectives  of 
“maximum  employment,  production  and 
purchasing  power.”  \y 

It  would  also  require/the  President  to 
include  in  his  annual  /ScoRomic  Report  to 
the  Congress  a  statement  ol  “current  and 
foreseeable  trends  in  price  levels  prevailing 
in  the  economy  ana  the  steps,  iKany,  which 
have  been  taken/  to  maintain  a  Reasonably 
stable  price  lev/1.”  \ 

Both  the  price  stability  amendment  and 
the  bill  to/give  the  President  item's,  veto 
power  were  introduced  in  the  previous 
Congress  /by  Senator  Bush.  \ 

“It  is/unfortunate  that  the  Congress  did 
not  see  fit  to  act  upon  these  recommenda¬ 
tions/when  they  were  made  by  President 
Elsgnhower,”  Senator  Bush  said.  “However, 
these  are  long  overdue  reforms  which 
Should  not  be  the  subject  of  partisanship. 
'Now  that  a  new  administration  is  assum¬ 
ing  office,  I  hope  Congress  will  grant  to 
the  President-elect  the  added  authority  he 
will  need  to  control  inflation  and  keep  our 
fiscal  house  in  order.” 


PACIFIC  INTERNATIONAL  HOUSE 

Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  President, 
I  introduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  providing  for  an  investigation  by  the 
Secretaries  of  State  and  Commerce  of 
the  feasibility  of  establishing  in  Honolulu 
a  Pacific  International  House.  This 
would  be  a  center  expressly  designed  to 
facilitate  international  trade.  Its  facil¬ 
ities  would  include  exhibit  space,  offices 
and  meeting  rooms,  multilingual  secre¬ 
tarial  and  translation  services,  a  foreign 
trade  reference  library  and  offices  for 
operating  a  foreign  trade  zone. 

This  proposal  builds  upon  the  highly 
successful  experience  of  New  Orleans  in 
operating  a  similar  establishment.  The 
New  Orleans  foreign  trade  zone,  and  In¬ 
ternal  House  and  International  Mart 


have  greatly  stimulated  our  trade  with 
Latin  America,  the  commerce  flowing 
throughout  the  Missisippi  basin. 

Similar  facilities  in  Hawaii,  I  am  cony 
fident,  would  significantly  increase  our 
trade  with  the  nations  of  Asia  and  fene 
Pacific  basin.  In  Hawaii  merchants  from 
East  and  West  can  meet  to  their  nfutual 
advantage  in  a  setting  conducivyto  good 
business  relations.  / 

Since  trade  and  political  connections 
are  so  intimately  related,  I  also  see  in  the 
proposed  Pacific  International  House  an 
instrument  for  strengthening  our  bonds 
with  the  non-Communist  nations  of  the 
Pacific  area.  This  as/ect  of  the  proposed 
facility  has  led  me/ ;o  seek  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  tlWSecretary  of  State,  as 
well  as  those  of/the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.  / 

For  severaVyears  leaders  of  the  Hawaii 
community  have  advocated  the  use  of 
Honolulu!*  central  position  for  an  inter¬ 
nationa/business  facility.  Former  Dele¬ 
gate  Jjmn  Burns  has  proposed  creating  a 
forei/n  trade  zone.  Lorrin  Thurston, 
editor  of  the  Honolulu  Advertiser,  has  re¬ 
peatedly  urged  the  establishment  of  an 
^international  House.  This  proposal, 
which  also  has  the  support  of  the  Hawaii 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  combines  both 
ideas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  145)  to  provide  that  the 
Secretaries  of  State  and  Commerce  shall 
investigate  and  report  to  the  Congress  as 
to  the  feasibility  of  establishing  a  Pacific 
International  House  on  Sand  Island, 
Hawaii,  introduced  by  Mr.  Long  of 
Hawaii,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 


SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM  FOR 
CHILDREN 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  today  intro¬ 
ducing  a  bill  to  extend  and  increase  the 
special  milk  program  for  children.  I 
£m  joined  in  sponsorship  of  this  measure 
by  Senators  Aiken,  Church,  Hart,  Hum¬ 
phrey,  Javits,  Long  of  Missouri,  Magnu- 
son\  Mundt,  Symington,  Talmadge, 
WileV  Young  of  North  Dakota,  Mc¬ 
Carthy's,  Prouty,  Keating,  Carroll, 
Young  oR  Ohio,  Kepauver,  Yarborough, 
Carlson,  Cooper,  and  Jackson. 

This  bill  would  extend  the  special  milk 
program  for  children  for  1  year  begin¬ 
ning  July  1,  196k  and  would  increase  the 
funds  available  bV  $10  million,  from  $95 
million  to  $105  million.  It  would  con¬ 
tinue  and  enlarge  aXdeservedly  popular 
program,  and  it  is  fitting  that  it  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate  wrOi  wide  cospon¬ 
sorship  at  the  first  possible  opportunity. 

It  is  a  special  privilege  nsr  me  at  this 
point  to  welcome  as  a  cospoRsor  of  this 
bill  the  senior  Senator  from  aJinnesota 
and  newly  chosen  majority  whm  Sena¬ 
tor  Humphrey,  who  has  been  the,  prin¬ 
cipal  sponsor  and  spokesman  forvthis 
program  since  it  was  started  in  1954. 
He  has  been  the  leader  in  getting  the 
special  milk  program  for  children  underk 
way,  and  in  making  sure  that  it  devel¬ 
oped  and  grew  into  the  fine,  broad  pro¬ 
gram  we  have  today. 


87th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  120 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 


January  5  (legislative  day,  January  4),  1961 

Mr.  Kerr  (for  himself,  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota, 
Mr.  Bennett,  Mr.  Monroney,  Mrs.  Neuberger.  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Randolph, 
Mr.  Yarborough,  Mr.  Long  of  Missouri,  and  Mr.  Hart)  introduced  the 
following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works 


A  BILL 


To  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represent  a- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  2  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 

4  is  amended  by  inserting  “  (a)  ”  after  “Sec.  2.’  and  by  insert- 

5  ing  at  the  end  of  such  section  the  following: 

6  “(b)  (1)  Any  Federal  agency  which,  after  the  date 

7  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  is  initiating  plans  for  any 

8  reservoir  or  other  water  impoundment  on  interstate  waters 

9  shall  notify  the  Surgeon  General  of  the  initiation  of  such 
10  plans.  The  Surgeon  General  shall,  in  any  case  where  it 
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would  promote  water  pollution  control  in  such  waters,  rec¬ 
ommend  storage  needs,  flow  regulations,  and  other  water 
quality  control  features  with  respect  to  such  reservoir  or 
impoundment  which  are  necessary  for  such  pollution  control, 
and  shall  recommend  such  features  to  such  agency  for  incor¬ 
poration  wherever  possible  in  such  plans.  Any  report  to 
Congress  recommending  authorization  of  such  plans  shall 
include  any  such  recommendations  by  the  Surgeon  General 
and  the  extent  to  which  they  were  incorporated  in  the  rec¬ 
ommended  plans. 

“  (2)  It  is  the  intent  of  Congress  that  benefits  resulting 
from  water  quality  control  features  incorporated  in  any  fed¬ 
eral  reservoir  or  other  impoundment  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  shall  he  evaluated  and  the  beneficiaries  determined, 
and  if  benefits  are  widespread  or  national  in  scope  or  if  the 
principal  beneficiary  is  the  general  public  in  the  area  the 
costs  of  such  features  should  he  nonreimbursable.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  4(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the 
end  of  clause  (4) ,  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and 
the  word  “and”,  and  by  inserting  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following: 

“(6)  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  research  and 
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establishing  such  facilities  to  locations  which  will  facili¬ 
tate  cooperation  with  institutions  of  higher  education, 
and  for  the  purposes  of  this  clause  (A)  the  Surgeon 
General  may  acquire  land  and  interests  therein,  accept 
in  the  name  of  the  United  States  donations  of  property, 
real  or  personal,  subject  to  such  conditions  as  lie  may 
deem  appropriate,  and  utilize  uncompensated  services, 
and  (B)  there  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  more 
than  $10,000,000.” 

(b)  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(d)  (1)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section 
the  Surgeon  General  shall  develop  and  demonstrate  under 
varied  conditions  (including  conducting  such  basic  and  ap¬ 
plied  research,  studies,  and  experiments  as  may  he 


necessary)  : 

“  (A)  Practicable  means  of  treating  municipal  sew¬ 
age  and  other  waterborne  wastes  to  remove  the  maxi¬ 
mum  possible  amounts  of  physical,  chemical,  and 
biological  pollutants  in  order  to  restore  and  maintain  the 
maximum  amount  of  the  Nation's  water  at  a  quality 
suitable  for  repeated  reuse; 

“(B)  Improved  methods  and  procedures  to  iden¬ 
tify  and  measure  the  effects  of  pollutants  on  water  uses, 
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including  those  pollutants  created  by  new  technological 
developments;  and 

“(0)  Methods  and  procedures  for  evaluating  the 
effects  on  water  quality  and  water  uses  of  augmented 
streamflows  to  control  water  pollution  not  susceptible  to 
other  means  of  abatement. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  there  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  not  more  than  $5,000,000  for 
any  fiscal  year,  and  the  total  sum  appropriated  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  5(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “June  30,  1961, 
$3,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘Mime  30,  1966, 
$5,000,000”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Clause  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of  such  section  6  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “  (2)  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  clause,  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project 
in  an  amount  exceeding  30  per  centum  of  the  estimated 
reasonable  cost  thereof  as  determined  by  the  Surgeon  Gen- 
oral,  or  in  an  amount  exceeding  $400,000,  whichever  is  the 
smaller:  Prodded,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the  re¬ 
maining  cost:  Provided  further,  That  no  grant  of  more 
than  $250,000  shall  be  approved  for  a  project  in  any  State 
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until  all  previously  filed  qualified  applications  from  that 
State  and  political  subdivisions  thereof  for  grants  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  $250,000  have  first  been  approved:  Prodded 
further,  That,  in  the  case  of  a  project  which  will  serve  more 
than  one  municipality,  the  Surgeon  General  shall,  on  such 
basis  as  he  determines  to  he  reasonable  and  equitable,  allo¬ 
cate  to  each  municipality  to  be  served  by  such  project  its 
share  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  of  such  project,  and 
shall  then  apply  the  limitations  provided  in  this  clause  (2) 
to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a  separate  project  to  de¬ 
termine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant  which  could  be 
made  under  this  section  with  respect  to  each  such  share,  and 
the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  determined  shall  be  the 
maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be  made  under 
this  section  on  account  of  such  project;”. 

(2)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  sec¬ 
tion  6  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Sums  allotted  to  a 
State  under  the  preceding  sentence  which  are  not  obligated 
at  (lie  end  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  were  allotted  be¬ 
cause  of  a  lack  of  projects  which  have  been  approved  by  a 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  under  subsection 
(b)  (1)  of  this  section  or  certified  as  entitled  to  priority 
under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section,  shall  be  reallotted 
by  the  Surgeon  General,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  rea¬ 
sonable  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regulations 
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promulgated  by  him,  to  States  having  projects  approved 
under  this  section  for  which  grants  have  not  been  made  be¬ 
cause  of  lack  of  funds.  Any  sum  made  available  to  a  State 
by  reallotment  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  any  funds  otherwise  allotted  to  such  State  under  this 
Act.  The  allotments  of  a  State  under  the  second  and  third 
sentences  of  this  subsection  shall  be  available,,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  fliis  section,  for  payments  with  respect 
to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under 
this  section.” 

(3)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  6  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$50,000,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$75,000,000",  and  by  striking  out  “$500,000,000"  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “$750,000,000”. 


(4)  Section  6  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“  (f)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  take  such  action  as 
may  be  necessary  to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics 
employed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for 
which  grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  wages 
at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of 
work  on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as 
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1  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with 

2  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis- 

3  Bacon  Act  (46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.C.,  secs.  276a  through 

4  276a-5) 
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BILLS  INTRODUCED 


Feb.  9,  1961 


-5- 


3U\RECREATION.  S.  857,  by  Sen,  Randolph,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Arrny 
modify  certain  leases  entered  into  for  the  provision  of  recreation  facility 
reservoir  areas;  to  Public  Works  Committee, 

S,  857 ,  by  Sen,  Saltonstall,  to  provide  for  establishment  of  Cape  Cod 
National  Seashore  Park;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  Remark 
of  author  pp,  1768-72 

H,  R,  1*061*,  by  Rep,  Brademas,  and  H,  R,  1*107,  by  Rep,  Green,  to  es;tablish 
a  Federal  Recreation  Service  in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  >4nd 
Welfare;  t\  Education  and  Labor  Committee, 

35*  FARM  PROGRAM,  sH.  R,  1*051,  by  Rep,  Adair,  to  free  farmers  from  Government 
control;  to  Agriculture  Committee, 

H.  R,  1*133,  by  Rep,  Latta,  to  establish  a  cropland  adjustment  program; 
to  Agriculture  Committee, 

H,  R.  I*ll*7,  by  Rep,  Marshall,  to  amend  Section  1*16  of  £he  Agricultural 
Act  of  19h9  (7U.S.C,  1U31),  as  amended;  to  Agriculture  Committee, 


36,  WATER  POLLUTION,  S,  861,  by  Sen,  Humphrey,  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective  program  of  water 
pollution  control;  to  Public  Works  Committee,  Remarks  of  author  p,  1786 

H,  'ft,  1*036 , 11  by 1  Rep .  Blat nik,  Hf-Rf 14037; ' -by~" Repv -Smith ,  Mi-sa ■  1*038 , 

by  Rep,  Dingell,  II*  -H,  i*039'7--by-Rep-,--  Burke;  -Kyv>-  H.  ft,  1*01*0,  by--Rep?— Bav-ie-, 

Tetwy;  -Ha  R^  hQRl,  by  Reyg~Paiign>  IIU  R,  l*Ol*£,-by  -Rep,  Greeny -Gre^- j—Hr— Ry--RQ^r3 , 

■by  Rep,  -Kaotenmcier-j'  -Hr-  frg— l*Ql*l*y  by  Rep,  Johnoon,  Cali4Vy-4l-,- -fV  by 

Rep  1  -Johnoon,  Wfe «-j . Hhr-Rt  l*Ql*6-?  by  Rep,  Lankford,  H  -1*01*7 ,  by  Rep,  Moes , 

H,- 1*01*8,  by  Rep,  Pri ee  1*01*9, Rep,- ■  Rogers,-  Colo, ,  H,  R*  1*050, 

■by  -Rep,  Ullman,  to  amend  tno  Federal-  Water  Pollution'  ■Cofttre-l-Aet-W-provide 

f.og.na11.faogc-..nftff»oti-v^-ppeg-ram-  ■ef  -wate-j*' -pollution  oentrolj-  4o-  Public- Works 

Committee, 

37 •  SMALL  BUSINESS,  S,  836,  by  Sen,  PVoxmire,  tb  amend  the  Small  Business  Act; 
to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  Remarks  of  author  pp,  1759-60 

S,  902,  by  Sen,  Sparkman,  %o  amend  the  Small  Business  Investment  Act  of 


1958;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee, 


38*  PERSONNEL,  H,  R,  1*078,  by/ftep,  Daniels,  and  H,  R,  1*086,  by  Rep,  Fino,  to 

provide  for  recognition yof  Federal  employee  unions  and  to  provide  procedures 
for  the  adjustment  of  grievances;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 

S,  81*2,  by  Sen,  Johnston,  to  amend  Section  507  of  tRe  Classification 
Act  of  19U9,  as  amended,  with  respect  to  the  preservation  of  basic  compensation 
in  downgrading  actaons;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 

S,  889,  by  Sdn,  Moss,  to  amend  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation 
Act  Amendments  /of  I960  so  as  to  extend  for  1*  years  the  period  of  retroactivity 
of  certain  amendments  made  by  section  202  of  such  act;  to  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  Committee, 

H,  R,  H052,  by  Rep,  Adair,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to 
grant  thy  annuities  of  surviving  spouses  for  the  lifetimes  of  such  spouses 
in  certain  cases;  to  lost  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 

R,  1*057,  by  Rep,  Ashley,  to  amend  section  6  of  the  Act  of  August  2l*, 
1912^  as  amended,  with  respect  to  the  recognition  of  organizations  of 
postal  and  Federal  employees;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 
smarks  of  author  pp,  1925-6 

H.  R,  1*058,  by  Rep,  Ashley,  to  permit  withholding  on  the  compensation 
of  Federal  employees  for  purposes  of  income  taxes  imposed  by  certain 
municipalities;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 


H.  R.  4061,  by  Rep.  Barrett,  to  extend  the  application  of  the  Classificati< 
Act  of  1949  to  certain  positions  in,  and  employees  of,  the  executive  branch  j^f 
the  Government;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  4080,  by  Rep.  Daniels,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act/of 
May  29,  1930,  to  permit  the  retirement  on  full  annuities,  without  regard^ to 
age,  of \t hose  officers  and  employees  with  30  years  or  more  of  service;/to 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  40^2,  by  Rep.  Fino,  to  amend  the  Hatch  Act  to  permit  all  officers  and 
employees  oKthe  Government  to  exercise  the  full  responsibility  or  citizenship 
and  to  take  attractive  part  in  the  political  life  of  the  United  §£afces;  to 
House  Administration  Committee. 

H,  R.  4097,  by\Rep.  Fulton,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to 
liberalize  the  standard  for  determining  the  earning  capacity  of  disability 
annuitants  and  to  petmiit  the  restoration  of  disability  annuities  in  certain 
cases;  to  Post  OfficeN^nd  Civil  Service  Committee. 

hilton,  to  extend  health  benefit^  to  the  survivors  of 


id  before  April  1,  1948;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil 


to  make  the  civil  service  retirement  and  dis- 
ity  benefits  authorized  by  law;  to  Post  Office 


H.  R.  4099,  by  Rep. 
retiree  annuitants  who 
Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  4100,  by  Rep.  Fult 
ability  fund  available  for  an' 
and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  4102,  by  Rep.  Fulton,  til  amend  the  CiKril  Service  Retirement  Act,  as 
amended,  to  provide  annuities  for  'surviving .spouses  without  deduction  from 
original  annuities;  to  Post  Office  \id  Civil  Service  Committee. 

39.  MINERALS.  S.  828,  by  Sen.  Bennett,  to  entourage  and  stimulate  the  production 

and  conservation  of  lead  and  zinc  in  tne\United  States  through  research  and 
development  by  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  contract  for  lead 
and  zinc  research;  to  Interior  and insular  Affairs  Committee. 

40.  RIVER  BASIN.  S.  856,  by  Sen.  Clafk  (for  himself,  and  others),  to  create  a  re¬ 

gional  agency  by  intergovernmental  compact  for  tl\e  planning,  conservation, 
utilization,  development,  management  and  control  &£  the  water  and  related 
natural  resources  of  the  Delaware  River  Basin,  for\he  improvement  of  naviga¬ 
tion,  reduction  of  flood  damage,  regulation  of  watervouality,  control  of 
pollution,  development  of  water  supply,  hydroelectric  energy,  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  and  public  recreational  facilities,  and  defining\the  functions,  powers 
and  duties  of  such  agency;  to  Public  Works  Committee.  Remarks  6f  Sen.  Clark: 
pp.  1767-8 


41.  TRANSFORATION.  S/867,  by  Sen.  Case,  N.  J.  (for  himself  and  ot'hers)  ,  to  estab- 

U?eSc  D/l%rtraent  of  Transportation;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 
Remarks  of  Sep;  Case.  pp.  1787-9 

42,  CONSULTANTS .  / S .  884,  by  Sen.  Magnuson,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  procure/the  services  of  experts  and  consultants;  to  Interstate  anckForeigii 
Commerce  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  p.  1794 

LAMB  IMPORTS.  S.  876,  by  Sen.  McGee  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Hickey) ,  to  provide 
for  tariff  import  quotas  on  sheep,  lamhs,  mutton,  and  lamb;  to  Finance  Comnftte 

44.  BUILDINGS.  S.  893,  by  Sen.  Fulbright  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Humphrey),  to  auth\- 
ize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  assist  in  the  planning  and  finaneii 

of  the  construction  of  county  agricultural  buildings;  to  Government  Operations 
Committee. 
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The  remaining  portion  of  the  bill 
\would  amend  current  legislation  to 
\ake  the  present  laws  to  protect  live¬ 
stock  and  poultry  more  applicable  to 
anjXdisease.  It  also  would  relieve  some 
uncertainty  as  to  the  coverage  of  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  employees  un¬ 
der  the  statutes  prohibiting  assault  upon 
or  interference  with  the  work  of  cer¬ 
tain  Federal,  employees. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  bill\}3e  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received,  and  appropriately 
referred;  and,  without  objection,  the  bill 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  860)  to  jnovide  greater 
protection  against  the  introduction  and 
dissemination  of  diseases  'of  livestock 
and  poultry,  and  for  other  purposes,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Mr.  Humphrey, \was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  oj 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  as  used 
In  this  Act  unless  the  context  Indicates 
otherwise — 

(a)  The  term  “Secretary”  means  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

(b)  The  term  “animals”  means  all  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  animal  kingdom  Including  birds, 
whether  domesticated  or  wild,  but  not 
Including  man. 

(c)  The  term  “United  States”  means  the 
States,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  the  Virgin 
Islands  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia. 

(d)  The  term  “interstate”  means  from  a 
State  or  other  area  Included  In  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  “United  States”  to  or  through  any 
other  State  or  other  such  area. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Secretary,  whenever  he 
deems  it  necessary  in  order  to  guard  against 
the  introduction  or  dissemination  of  a  com¬ 
municable  disease  of  livestock  or  poultry, 
may  seize,  quarantine,  and  dispose  of,  in  a 
reasonable  manner  taking  into  consideration 
the  nature  of  the  disease  and  the  necessity 
of  such  action  to  protect  the  livestock  or 
poultry  of  the  United  States:  (1)  any  ani¬ 
mals  which  he  finds  are  moving  or  are  being 
handled  or  have  moved  or  have  been  han¬ 
dled  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce^ 
contrary  to  any  law  or  regulation  adminis 
tered  by  him  for  the  prevention  of  tl<e 
introduction  or  dissemination  of  any  com¬ 
municable  disease  of  livestock  or  poultry; 
(2)  any  animals  which  he  finds  are  inoving 
into  the  United  States,  or  interstate/and  are 
affected  with  or  have  been  exposed  to  any 
communicable  disease  dangerous/o  livestock 
or  poultry;  and  (3)  any  aninyfis  which  he 
finds  have  moved  into  the  United  States,  or 
interstate,  and  at  the  time/of  such  move¬ 
ment  were  so  affected  or  mfposed. 

(b)  Whereas  -the  exytence  of  any  ex¬ 
tremely  dangerous,  communicable  disease  of 
livestock  or  poultry,  such  as  foot-and-mouth 
disease,  rinderpest,  y6r  European  fowl  pest, 
on  any  premises  in/the  United  States  would 
constitute  a  threat  to  livestock  and  poultry 
of  the  Nation  and  would  seriously  burden  in¬ 
terstate  and  /oreign  commerce,  whenever 
the  Secretary'  determines  that  an  extraor¬ 
dinary  emergency  exists  because  of  the 
outbreak  /6f  such  a  disease  anywhere  in  the 
United  /States,  and  that  such  outbreak 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  of  the 
United  States,  he  may  seize,  quarantine,  and 
dispose  of,  in  such  manner  as  he  deems 
necessary  or  appropriate,  any  animals  in  the 
/nited  States  which  he  finds  are  or  have 
seen  affected  with  or  exposed  to  any  such 


disease  and  the  carcasses  of  any  such  ani¬ 
mals  and  any  products  and  articles  which  he 
finds  were  so  related  to  such  animals  as  to 
be  likely  to  be  a  means  of  disseminating  any 
such  disease:  Provided,  That  action  shall  be 
taken  under  this  subsection  only  if  the 
Secretary  finds  that  adequate  measures  are. 
not  being  taken  by  the  State  or  other  ju¬ 
risdiction.  The  Secretary  shall  notify  the 
appropriate  official  of  the  State  or  other  ju¬ 
risdiction  before  any  action  is  taken  in  any 
such  State  or  other  jurisdiction  pursuant  to 
this  subsection. 

(c)  The  Secretary  in  writing  may  order 
the  owner  of  any  animal,  carcass,  product,  or 
article  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  or  (b) 
of  this  section,  or  the  agent  of  such  owner, 
to  maintain  in  quarantine  and  to  dispose  of 
such  animal,  carcass,  product,  or  article  in 
such  manner  as  the  Secretary  may  direct 
pursuant  to  authority  vested  in  him  by  such 
subsections.  If  such  owner  or  agent  fails 
to  do  so  after  receipt  of  such  notice,  the 
Secretary  may  take  action  as  authorized  by 
said  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and  recover  from 
such  owner  or  agent  the  reasonable  costs  of 
any  care,  handling,  and  disposal  incurred 
by  the  Secretary  in  connection  therewith. 
Such  costs  shall  not  constitute  a  lien  against 
the  animals,  carcasses,  products,  or  articles^ 
involved.  Costs  collected  under  this  section 
^shall  be  credited  to  the  current  approprta- 
ion  for  carrying  out  animal  disease  coj/rol 
activities  of  the  Department. 

1)  Except  as  provided  in  subsectj6n  (e) 
of  U9,is  section,  the  Secretary  sh/ll  com¬ 
pensate  the  owner  of  any  animal,  carcass, 
product,  or  article  destroyed  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  this  section/  Such  com¬ 
pensation  shall  be  based  upo/  the  fair  mar¬ 
ket  value  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  of 
any  such  anitaal,  carcass,  product,  or  article 
at  the  time  of  the  destruction  thereof. 
Compensation  pC^d  any  owner  under  this 
subsection  shall  not/exceed  the  difference 
between  any  compensation  received  by  such 
owner  from  a  Stat/oi\other  source  and  such 
fair  market  value  of  the  animal,  carcass, 
product,  or  art/fle.  Funds  in  the  Treasury 
available  for  /carrying  out  animal  disease 
control  activities  of  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  shall  be  used  for  carrying  out  this 
subsections 

(e)  N/  such  payment  shall  be  made  by 
the  S</retary  for  any  animal,  carcass,  prod¬ 
uct,  /r  article  which  knowingly  nas  been 
mo/d  or  handled  by  the  owner  thereof  or 
hur  agent  in  violation  of  a  law  or  regulation 
Iministered  by  the  Secretary  for  the  \>re- 
rention  of  the  interstate  disseminationNpf 
the  communicable  disease,  for  which  tt 
animal,  carcass,  product,  or  article  was'' 
destroyed  or  any  law  or  regulation  for  the 
enforcement  of  which  the  Secretary  enters 
or  has  entered  into  a  cooperative  agreement 
for  the  control  and  eradication  of  such 
disease,  or  for  any  animal  which  has  moved 
into  the  United  States  contrary  to  such  law 
or  regulation  administered  by  the  Secretary 
for  the  prevention  of  the  introduction  of  a 
communicable  disease  of  livestock  or  poultry. 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary,  in  order  to  protect 
the  health  of  the  livestock  or  poultry  of  the 
Nation,  may  promulgate  regulations  requir¬ 
ing  that  railway  cars;  vessels;  airplanes; 
trucks;  and  other  means  of  conveyance; 
stockyards;  feed,  water,  and  rest  stations; 
and  other  facilities,  used  in  connection  with 
the  movement  of  animals  into  or  from  the 
United  States,  or  interstate,  be  maintained 
in  a  clean  and  sanitary  condition,  including 
requirements  for  inspection,  cleaning,  and 
disinfection. 

Sec.  4.-  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
promulgate  regulations  prohibiting  or  regu¬ 
lating  the  movement  into  the  United  States 
of  any  animals  which  are  or  have  been  af¬ 
fected  with  or  exposed  to  any  communicable 
animal  disease,  or  which  have  been  vac¬ 
cinated  or  otherwise  treated  for  any  such 
disease,  or  which  he  finds  would  otherwise 


be  likely  to  introduce  or  disseminate 
such  disease,  when  he  determines  that  /uch 
action  is  necessary  to  protect  the  linstock 
or  poultry  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  5.  Employees  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  designated  by  the  Secretary  for 
the  purpose,  when  properly  identified,  shall 
have  authority  (1)  to  stop  and  inspect,  with¬ 
out  a  warrant,  any  person/ or  means  of 
conveyance,  moving  into  the  United  States 
from  a  foreign  country,  to  determine  whether 
such  person  or  means/ of  conveyance  is 
carrying  any  animal,  /Carcass,  product,  or 
article  regulated  or  su/ject  to  disposal  under 
any  law  or  regulation  administered  by  the 
Secretary  for  prevention  of  the  introduc¬ 
tion  or  dissemination  of  any  communicable 
animal  disease/  (2)  to  stop  and  inspect, 
without  a  warrant,  any  person  or  means  of 
conveyance  ntoving  interstate  upon  probable 
cause  to  betleve  that  such  person  or  means 
of  conveyance  is  carrying  any  animal,  car¬ 
cass,  prouuct,  or  article  regulated  or  sub¬ 
ject  tor disposal  under  any  law  or  regula¬ 
tion  /xlministered  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
prevention  of  the  introduction  or  dissemina¬ 
tion  of  any  communicable  animal  disease; 

id  (3)  to  enter  upon,  with  a  warrant,  any 
premises  for  the  purpose  of  making  inspec¬ 
tions  and  seizures  necessary  under  such  laws 
and  regulations.  Any  Federal  judge,  or  any 
judge  of  a  court  of  record  in  the  United 
States,  or  any  United  States  commissioner, 
may,  within  his  jurisdiction,  upon  proper 
oath  or  affirmation  indicating  probable 
cause  to  believe  that  there  is  on  certain 
premises  any  animal,  carcass,  product,  or 
article  regulated  or  subject  to  disposal  under 
any  law  or  regulation  administered  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  prevention  of  the  intro¬ 
duction  or  dissemination  of  any  communi¬ 
cable  animal  disease,  issue  warrants  for  the 
entry  upon  such  premises  and  for  inspec¬ 
tions  and  seizures  necessary  under  such 
laws  and  regulations.  Such  warrants  may 
be  executed  by  any  authorized  employee  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Whoever  knowingly  violates 
any  regulation  promulgated  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  sections  1  through  5  of  this 
Act  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $1,000  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceed¬ 
ing  one  year,  or  both. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  bring  an  action 
to  enjoin  the  violation  of,  or  to  compel  com¬ 
pliance  with,  any  regulation  promulgated  or 
order  issued  under  said  sections,  or  to  en¬ 
join  any  interference  by  any  person  with  an 
employee  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
in  carrying  out  any  duties  under  said  sec¬ 
tions,  whenever  the  Secretary  has  reason 
to  believe  that  such  person  has  violated,  or 
}s  about  to  violate,  any  such  regulation  or 
rder,  or  has  interfered,  or  is  about  to  in¬ 
terfere,  with  any  such  employee.  Such 
actum  shall  be  brought  in  the  United  States 
distrust  court,  or  the  United  States  court  of 
any  Territory  or  possession,  for  the  judicial 
district  >fn  which  such  person  resides  or 
transacts \usiness  or  in  which  the  violation, 
omission.  Or  interference  has  occurred  or 
is  about  to 'occur.  Process  in  such  cases 
may  be  served  \n  any  judicial  district  where¬ 
in  the  defendant  resides  or  transacts  busi¬ 
ness  or  wherevek  the  .defendant  may  be 
found,  and  subpenas  for  witnesses  who  are 
required  to  attend  the  court  in  any  judi¬ 
cial  district  in  any  sukh  cases  may  run  into 
any  other  judicial  district. 

Sec.  7.  Section  11  of  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1884  (58  Stat.  734),  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114a),  is  further  amended  by  inserting  the 
words  “any  communicable  diseases  of  live¬ 
stock  or  poultry,  including,  but^not  limited 
to,”  after  the  word  “eradicate”. 

Sec.  8.  (a)  The  first  section  of  tee  Act  of 
March  3,  1905  (33  Stat.  1264),  as  amended 
(21  U.S.C.  123),  is  further  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  phrase  “cattle  or  other  livestock” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “any 
animals”,  and  by  inserting  after  the  wo*d 
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“aJsease”  the  words  “of  livestock  or  poultry 
or\hat  the  contagion  of  any  such  disease 
exists  or  that  vectors  which  may  dissemi¬ 
nate  any  such  disease  exist  in  such  State  or 
Territory  or  the  District  of  Columbia”. 

(b)  Sections  2,  3,  and  4  of  such  Act  (33 
Stat.  1264X1265),  as  amended  (21  U.S.C.  124, 
125,  126),  a^e  further  amended  by  striking 
out  the  phrase  “cattle  or  other  livestock” 
each  time  sucilphrase  appears  in  those  sec¬ 
tions  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words 
“quarantined  animals”. 

Sec.  9.  The  flrst'nroviso  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “General  Expenses,  Bureau  of  Animal 
Industry”  in  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  forXthe  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  the  fiscaXyear  ending  June 
Thirtieth,  nineteen  hundred  and  fifteen”, 
approved  June  30,  1914  (3(kf3tat.  419),  as 
amended  (21  U.S.C.  128) ,  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  the  phrase  “cattle  or  other 
livestock”  and  inserting  in  lieu 'thereof  the 
word  “quarantined  animals”.  \ 

Sec.  10.  Section  1114  of  title  18s.  of  the 
United  States  Code  is  amended  by  inerting 
after  “wild  birds  and  animals,”  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “any  employee  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  designated  by  the  Secretary  \)f 
Agriculture  to  carry  out  any  law  or  regula\ 
tion,  or  to  perform  any  function  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  any  Federal  or  State  program  or 
any  program  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  the 
Virgin  Islands  of  the  United  States,  or  the 
District  of  Columbia,  for  the  control  or 
eradication  or  prevention  of  the  introduction 
or  dissemination  of  animal  diseases,”. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  is¬ 
sue  such  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  12.  The  authority  conferred  by  this 
Act  shall  be  in  addition  to  authority  con¬ 
ferred  by  other  statutes.  Any  provision  of 
any  other  Act  inconsistent  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Act  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  13.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  or 
application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circum¬ 
stances  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  the 
Act  and  the  application  of  such  provision  to 
other  persons  and  circumstances  shall  not  be 
affected  thereby. 

1“ - ~ - - - - - — - 

AMENDMENT  OF  WATER  POLLU¬ 
TION  CONTROL  ACT 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  on 
[behalf  of  myself  and  the  junior  Senator 
[from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  I  in¬ 
troduce  a  bill  to  amend  the  Water  Pollu- 
I  tion  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more 
!  effective  and  enlarged  program  of  water 
|  pollution  control.  This  is  a  companion 
measure  to  one  which  is  being  offered 
I  today  in  the  House  of  Representatives  by 
!  Representative  John  Blatnik  of  Minne- 
|  sota,  Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
i  Rivers  and  Harbors  of  the  Committee  on 
i  Public  Works. 

The  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as 
|  passed  in  1956,  authorizes  Federal 
;  matching  grants  of  $50  million  a  year 
’  for  10  years  to  help  communities  con- 
|  struct  needed  sevtfage  treatment  plants, 
j  The  Federal  grant  for  any  one  project  is 
j  limited  to  $250,000,  or  30  percent,  which¬ 
ever  is  smaller. 

As  Senators  will  recall,  in  the  last 
j  Congress  I  joined  with  Representative 
Blatnik  in  offering  legislation  to  expand 
this  grant  program  by  increasing  the  an¬ 
nual  authorization  to  $100  million. 

I  Congress  approved  an  increase  in  the 
|  annual  authorization  to  $90  million,  but, 
i  unfortunately,  President  Eisenhower 
;  vetoed  the  bill.  This  bill  will  do  what 
j  was  sought  to  be  done  last  year.  I  say 
i  “unfortunately”  because  I  am  firmly 
>{  convinced  that  this  program  of  joint 


Federal-State  effort  has,  beyond  a  shad¬ 
ow  of  a  doubt,  proven  its  worth. 

Since  the  Federal  grants  program  be¬ 
gan  in  1956  sewage  treatment  construc¬ 
tion  across  the  Nation  has  nearly  dou¬ 
bled.  In  the  preceding  5-year  period, 
1952-56,  such  construction  averaged 
$222  million  annually.  In  1957  construc¬ 
tion  awards  totaled  $351  million;  $389 
million  in  1958;  $349  million  in  1959, 
and  an  estimated  $350  million  in  1960. 

The  Public  Health  Service  itself  esti¬ 
mates  that  even  this  construction  rate 
is  not  adequate  to  meet  the  country’s 
needs.  Public  Health  Service  estimates 
that  the  construction  rate  must  be  at 
least  $575  ihillion  annually  for  the  next 
several  years  if  we  are  to  catch  up  with 
the  backlog  of  needed  sewage  treatment 
construction  programs  and  keep  up  with 
greater  pollution  loads  resulting  from  in¬ 
creased  population  and  industrial  de¬ 
velopment. 

The  best  argument  for  this  Federal 
grant  program  is  to  simply  cite  the  fine 
results  that  have  been  attained  already 
under  this  program — after  only  4  years 
of  operation.  And  this  increase  in  sew¬ 
age  treatment  construction  programs 
has  taken  place  without  the  Federal 
Government  encroaching  upon  the 
States.  The  Public  Health  Service,  in 
administering  this  program  of  grants, 
has  kept  its  hands  off  in  deciding  where 
the  money  will  be  spent;  the  States 
themselves  have  been  making  such  de¬ 
cisions. 

Mr.  President,  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act  of  1956,  has  indeed 
been  an  outstanding  success.  It  has 
demonstrated  what  the  Federal  and 
State  Governments  can  accomplish  by 
working  together.  The  continuance  and 
the  expansion  of  such  a  program  is,  in 
my  opinion,  an  absolute  necessity. 

This  legislation  is  definitely  in  the 
public  interest.  It  cannot  be  charged 
that  this  is  a  reckless  expenditure  of 
Federal  funds.  Its  provisions  are  sound 
and  designed  to  bring  the  sewage 
treatment  program  up  to  the  minimum 
required  level. 

The  bill  which  we  are  offering  today  in 
the  Senate  and  in  the  House  would 
amend  the  present  act  as  follows: 

1.  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  COMMUNITIES 

First.  Increase  annual  authorization 
for  construction  grants  from  $50  million 
to  $125  million  and  total  grant  author¬ 
ization  from  $500  million  to  $1,250  mil¬ 
lion. 

Second.  Increase  maximum  grants 
from  30  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  project, 
or  $250,000,  whichever  is  smaller,  to  30 
percent  of  the  cost,  or  $600,000,  which¬ 
ever  is  smaller. 

Third.  Permit  projects  serving  more 
than  one  municipality  to  receive  a  grant 
equal  to  the  pro  rata  total  of  each  proj¬ 
ect’s  allowable  grant. 

Fourth.  Authorize  reallocation  of  un¬ 
used  State  allocations  to  States  where 
applications  for  funds  exceed  regular 
allotment. 

Fifth.  Extend  provisions  of  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  to  projects  receiving  con¬ 
struction  grants. 

2.  FEDERAL  ENFORCEMENT  PROCEDURES 

First.  Make  all  navigable  waters  and 
coastal  waters  subject  to  Federal  abate¬ 
ment  enforcement  authority,  whether  or 


not  there  is  a  showing  of  interstate  pol¬ 
lution,  if  abatement  action  is  requested 
by  a  State  or  a  municipality  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  State. 

Second.  Authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  issue 
final  orders  in  enforcement  actions. 

Third.  Make  discharges  from  Federal 
installations  subject  to  administrative 
findings  and  recommendations  in  Fed¬ 
eral  water  pollution  abatement  actions 
conducted  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

Fourth.  Establish  $25  million  enforce¬ 
ment  construction  grants  fund  to  be 
available  for  financially  hard-pressed 
communities  required  to  construct  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  as  a  result  of  Federal 
enforcement  action,  such  funds  to  be 
available  over  and  above  the  regular 
State  allotment  of  construction  grant 
funds. 

3.  RESEARCH 

First.  Authorize  establishment  of  field 
laboratory  and  research  facilities  for  ex¬ 
panded  water  pollution  control  research 
activities,  including  the  establishment  of 
regional  laboratories  in  different  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country. 

Second.  Authorize  special  study  of 
Great  Lakes  pollution  problems. 

4.  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

First.  Retain  State’s  primary  rights 
and  responsibilities  for  the  control  of 
water  pollution. 

Second.  Extend  the  provision  for  Fed¬ 
eral  grants  to  State  and  interstate  wa¬ 
ter  pollution  control  agencies  for  ad¬ 
ministration  of  their  programs  and 
increase  Federal  participation  from  $3 
million  to  $5  million. 

Third.  Establish  independent  Water 
Pollution  Control  Administration  within 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  to  administer  Federal  water 
pollution  control  program  and  activi¬ 
ties. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  this  bill  remain  at  the  desk 
until  February  16  to  permit  additional 
cosponsors  who  may  wish  to  join  on  this 
measure. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred;  and,  without  objection,  the  bill 
will  lie  on  the  desk,  as  requested  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  bill  (S.  861)  to  amend  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  more  effective  program  of 
water  pollution  control,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Humphrey  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
McCarthy)  ,  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works. 

■ — -  -  ■■  i 

OLD  FORT  DAVIS,  TEX. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH. '^lr.  President, 
in  the  rugged  grandeur  \f  the  Davis 
Mountains,  in  Jeff  Davis  County,  Tex., 
stand  the  ruins  of  historiAoid  Fort 
Davis,  Tex.  For  more  than  quarter 
century,  from  the  time  of  its  founding  in 
1854,  soldiers  barracked  at  this  frontier 
outpost,  fought  off  Apache  uprisingsxand 
as  best  they  could  protected  the  wi(My 
!  separated  ranches  and  the  “forty-niners^ 
who  were  traveling  overland  on  their* 
!  way  to  California. 
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Mr.  Humphrey  (for  himself,  Mr.  McCarthy,  Mr.  Moss,  Mrs.  Neuberger, 
Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Long  of  Missouri,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Williams  of  New 
Jersey,  and  Mr.  Pell)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


BILL 


To  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control. 


1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 


2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  (a)  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 

4  amended  by  redesignating  sections  2  through  14  as  sec- 

5  tions  3  through  15,  respectively,  and  by  inserting  after 

6  section  1  the  following  new  section : 

7  “FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ADMINISTRATION 

8  “Sec.  2.  There  is  hereby  established  within  the  De- 

9  partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  a  Federal 

10  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration  (herein  referred 

11  to  as  the  ‘Administration’).  The  Administration  shall  he 
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headed  by  a  Commissioner  of  Water  Pollution  Control 
(herein  referred  to  as  the  ‘Commissioner’)  who  shall  be 
subject  to  the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare.  The  Commissioner  shall  he  appointed 
by  the  President  by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  Senate 
and  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $20,000  per 
annum.  There  also  shall  be  three  Assistant  Commission¬ 
ers  of  Water  Pollution  Control  who  shall  receive  compen¬ 
sation  at  the  same  rate  as  that  provided  for  grade  GS-18  of 
the  General  Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949. 
To  carry  out  the  policy  declared  in  section  1  (a) ,  the  Com¬ 
missioner  shall  administer  this  Act  through  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  under  the  supervision  and  direction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.” 

(b)  Section  1  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  last  sentence. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  sections  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  herein  redesignated  as  sections  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8, 
and  1 1  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  “Surgeon  General” 
wherever  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Commis¬ 
sioner”. 

(b)  The  section  of  such  Act  herein  redesignated  as  sec- 
tion  6(g)  (2)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “Surgeon  Gen- 
eial  s  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Commissioner’s”. 

(c)  The  sections  of  such  Act  herein  redesignated  as  sec- 
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tions  5  (a) ,  8  (c) ,  and  11  (a)  are  each  amended  by  striking 
out  “Public  Health  Service”  wherever  it  appears  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “Administration”. 

Sec.  3.  The  section  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  herein  redesignated  as  section  5  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  proviso  in  paragraph  (4)  of  subsection  (a) ,  and 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections : 

“(d)  The  Commissioner  shall  establish,  equip,  and 
maintain  field  laboratory  and  research  facilities,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  one  to  be  located  in  the  northeastern 
area,  one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the  southwestern 
area,  and  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one  sub¬ 
regional  facility  in  the  State  of  Alaska;  and,  at  such 
facilities,  conduct  research,  investigations,  experiments,  field 
demonstrations  and  studies,  and  training  relating  to  the  pre¬ 
vention  and  control  of  water  pollution.  Insofar  as  practi¬ 
cable,  each  such  facility  shall  be  established  at  a  point  where 
graduate  training  in  such  research  might  be  carried  out. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  Commissioner  is 
authorized — 

“  ( 1 )  to  acquire  land  and  interests  therein,  to  accept 
in  the  name  of  the  United  States  donations  of  any  prop¬ 
erty,  real  or  personal,  to  any  facility  established  pursuant 
to  this  subsection  (and  any  such  donation  to  one  of  such 
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facilities  shall  not  be  available  for  use  by  any  other  of 
such  facilities) ,  and  to  utilize  voluntary  or  uncompen¬ 
sated  services  at  such  facilities;  and 

“(2)  to  cooperate  with  other  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government,  with  States,  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations,  and  other  State  agencies 
and  institutions,  and  with  counties,  municipalities,  busi¬ 
ness  or  other  organizations,  corporations,  associations, 
universities,  scientific  societies,  and  individuals,  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  prescribe. 

“(e)  The  Commissioner  shall  conduct  research  and 
technical  development  work,  and  make  careful  studies,  with 
respect  to  the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes,! 
including  an  analysis  of  the  present  and  projected  future 
water  quality  of  the  Great  Lakes  under  varying  conditions 
of  waste  treatment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  of  the  water 
quality  needs  of  those  to  be  served  by  such  waters,  an 
evaluation  of  municipal,  industrial,  and  vessel  waste  treat¬ 
ment  and  disposal  practices  with  respect  to  such  waters, 
and  a  study  of  alternate  means  of  solving  water  pollution 
problems  (including  additional  waste  treatment  measures) 
\vi(h  respect  to  such  waters.  In  carrying  out  this  subsection, 
the  ( 'omiriissioner  is  authorized — 

“  ( 1 )  to  engage,  by  noncompetitive  contract  or 
otherwise,  chemists,  pltysicists,  engineers,  and  such  other 
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personnel  as  may  be  deemed  necessary  and  any  educa¬ 
tional  institutions,  scientific  organizations,  or  industrial 
or  engineering  firms  deemed  suitable  to  do  any  part  of 
tlie  research  and  other  work,  and,  to  the  extent  appro¬ 
priate,  to  correlate  and  coordinate  the  research  and  devel¬ 
opment  work  of  such  educational  institutions,  scientific 
organizations,  and  industrial  and  engineering  firms; 

“(2)  to  accept  financial  and  other  assistance  from 
any  State,  or  other  public  authority,  agency,  private 
agency,  institution,  or  individual  in  connection  with  re¬ 
search  and  other  work  relating  to  the  prevention  and 
control  of  water  pollution,  and  with  respect  to  such 
assistance  to  enter  into  contracts  which  shall  detail  the 
purpose  for  which  the  assistance  is  contributed.  Any 
funds  so  contributed  shall  be  available  for  use  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  been  specifically 
appropriated  for  the  purposes  for  which  the}?-  are  con¬ 
tributed  and  any  funds  not  expended  for  these  purposes 
shall  be  returned  to  the  source  from  which  they  were 
received;  and 

“  (3)  to  acquire,  by  purchase,  license,  lease,  or  do¬ 
nation,  secret  processes,  technical  data,  inventions,  patent 
applications,  patents,  leased  land  and  interests  in  land 
(including  water  rights  and  leasehold  interests)  t  plants, 
and  facilities.” 
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Sec.  4.  Subsection  (a)  of  the  section  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  herein  redesignated  as  section 
6  is  amended  by  striking  out  “There  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957, 
and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  and  including  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000”  and  by  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  each  fiscal  year  the  sum  of  $5,000,000”. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (2)  of  the  section  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  herein  redesignated 
as  section  7  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$250,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “$600,000”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  (2)  of  such  section  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  “:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  a 
project  which  will  serve  more  than  one  municipality  (A)  the 
Commissioner  shall,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be 
reasonable  and  equitable,  allocate  to  each  municipality  to  be 
served  by  such  project  its  share  of  the  estimated  reasonable 
cost  of  such  project,  shall  then  apply  the  foregoing  limita¬ 
tions  in  this  clause  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a  sepa¬ 
rate  project  to  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant 
which  may  be  made  under  this  section  with  respect  to  such 
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project,  and  (B)  for  purposes  of  the  limitation  in  the  last 
sentence  of  subsection  (d) ,  the  share  of  each  municipality 
so  determined  shall  be  regarded  as  a  grant  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  treatment  works”. 

(c)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such 

section  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  final  period  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  except  that  any 

such  allotment  which  is  not  obligated  within  six  months 
following  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  it  was  made 
because  of  a  lack  of  projects  which  have  been  approved 
under  subsection  (b)(1)  of  this  section,  or  certified  as 
entitled  to  priority  under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  shall  be  reallotted  by  the  Commissioner,  on  such  basis 
as  he  determines  reasonable  and  equitable  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  promulgated  by  him.  Any  amount 
made  available  to  a  State  by  reallotments  under  the  pre¬ 
ceding  sentence  shall  be  in  addition  to  amounts  other¬ 
wise  allotted  to  such  State  under  this  section,  and  shall 
be  available  for  payments  with  respect  to  projects  in  such 
State  which  have  been  approved  under  this  section  prior 
to  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  following  the  year  for  which 
the  original  allotment  was  made.” 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik- 
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ing  out  “$50,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$125,- 
000,000”,  and  by  striking  out  “$500,000,000”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “$1,250,000,000”. 

(e)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

“  (f)  The  Commissioner  shall  take  such  action  as  may 
be  necessary  to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  em¬ 
ployed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for  which 
grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  wages  at 
rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work 
on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Act 
of  March  3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  (46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.C.  276a  through  276a-5) 
Sec.  6.  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (1)  of  the 
section  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  herein 
redesignated  as  section  8  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  a  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad¬ 
visory  Board,  composed  of  the  Commissioner  or  his  designee, 
who  shall  be  chairman,  and  nine  members  appointed  by  the 
President  none  of  whom  shall  be  Federal  officers  or  em¬ 
ployees.” 

Sec.  7.  The  section  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 
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trol  Act  herein  redesignated  as  section  9  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“enforcement  measures  against  pollution  of 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

“Sec.  9.  (a)  The  pollution  of  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  the  matter  causing 
or  contributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into 
such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a 
tributary  of  such  waters),  which  endangers  the  health  or 
welfare  of  any  persons,  shall  be  subject  to  abatement  as 
provided  in  this  Act. 

“  (b)  Consistent  with  the  policy  declaration  of  this  Act, 
State  and  interstate  action  to  abate  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  shall  be  encouraged  and  shall  not  be  displaced  by 
Federal  enforcement  action  except  as  otherwise  provided  by 
or  pursuant  to  a  final  order  issued  in  accordance  with  sub¬ 
section  (e)  of  this  section  or  a  court  order  under  subsection 
(g)  of  this  section. 

“  (c)  (1)  Whenever  requested  by  either  the  Governor  of 
any  State,  or  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or  (with 
the  concurrence  of  the  Governor  or  of  the  State  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  agency  for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is 
situated)  the  governing  body  of  any  municipality,  the  Com- 
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missioner  shall  give  formal  notification  of  any  water  pollution 
to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency, 
if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where  the  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  causing  or  contributing  to  such  water  pollution 
originate  and  shall  call  promptly  a  conference  of  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any, 
of  the  State  or  States  where  the  discharge  or  discharges 
causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution  originate  and  of  the 
State  or  States,  if  any,  which  may  be  adversely  affected  by 
such  pollution.  Whenever  the  Commissioner,  on  the  basis 
of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  has  reason  to  believe  that  pol¬ 
lution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  is  endangering  the  health 
or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the 
discharge  originates  is  occurring,  he  may  call  such  a  con¬ 
ference  on  his  own  initiative. 

“  (2)  The  agencies  called  to  attend  such  conference  may 
bring  such  persons  as  they  desire  to  the  conference.  Not 
less  than  three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  the  conference  date 
shall  be  given  to  such  agencies. 

“  (3)  Following  this  conference,  the  Commissioner  shall 
prepare  and  forward  to  all  the  water  pollution  control  agen¬ 
cies  attending  the  conference  a  summary  of  conference 
discussions  including  (A)  occurrence  of  pollution  of  navi¬ 
gable  waters  subject  to  abatement  under  this  Act;  (B) 
adequacy  of  measures  taken  toward  abatement  of  the  pollu- 
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tion;  and  (C)  nature  of  delays,  if  any,  being  encountered 
in  abating  the  pollution. 

“  (d)  If  the  Commissioner  believes,  upon  the  conclusion 
of  the  conference  or  thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward 
abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that  the 
health  or  welfare  of  any  persons  is  being  endangered,  he  shall 
recommend  to  the  appropriate  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  that  it  take  necessan^  remedial  action.  The  Com¬ 
missioner  shall  allow  at  least  six  months  from  the  date  he 
makes  such  recommendations  for  the  taking  of  such  rec¬ 
ommended  action. 

“(e)  If  at  the  conclusion  of  such  six-month  period 
such  remedial  action  is  not  taken  or  action  which  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Commissioner  is  reasonably  calculated  to 
secure  abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  taken,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall  call  a  public 
hearing,  to  be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the  places 
where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  contributing  to 
such  pollution  originated,  before  a  Hearing  Board  of 
five  or  more  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  Each  State 
in  which  any  discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollu¬ 
tion  originates  and  each  State  claiming  to  be  adversely 
affected  by  such  pollution  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
select  one  member  of  the  Hearing  Board  and  at  least  one 
member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Department  of 
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Commerce,  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the  Hearing 
Board  shall  be  persons  other  than  officers  or  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  At 
least  three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  such  hearing  shall  be 
given  to  the  State  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  in¬ 
terstate  agencies,  if  any,  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hear¬ 
ing  and  the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters.  Notwithstanding 
the  preceding  sentence  any  person  alleged  to  be  discharg¬ 
ing  matter  contributing  to  the  pollution,  abatement  of  which 
is  sought,  may  be  joined  as  a  party  to  such  hearing  if  the 
fact  of  such  alleged  pollution  does  not  become  known  until 
after  such  notice  has  been  given.  On  the  basis  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  presented  at  such  hearing,  the  Healing  Board  shall 
make  findings  as  to  whether  pollution  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  is  occurring  and  whether  effective  progress  to¬ 
ward  abatement  thereof  is  being  made.  If  the  Hearing  Board 
finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and  effective  progress  toward 
abatement  is  not  being  made  it  shall  make  recommendations 
to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  concern¬ 
ing  the  measures,  if  any,  which  it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and 
equitable  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pollution.  Such  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations  shall  be  the  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Secretary  except  to  the  extent,  on  the  basis 
of  the  evidence  at  such  hearing,  he  believes  additional  or 
different  findings  or  recommendations  are  warranted.  The 
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Secretary  shall  send  his  findings  and  recommendations  to  the 
person  or  persons  discharging  any  matter  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution,  together  with  an  order  specifying 
a  reasonable  time  but  not  less  than  six  months  from 
date  of  issuance  of  such  order  to  secure  abatement  of  such 
pollution  in  accordance  with  such  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations.  Such  order  shall  become  final  on  the  sixtieth 
day  after  the  date  of  its  issuance.  The  Secretary  shall  also 
send  a  copy  of  such  findings  and  recommendations  and  such 
order  to  the  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate 
agencies,  if  any,  attending  the  hearings. 

“  (f)  An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  any  such  order  of 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  by  any 
person  who  has  been  made  subject  to  such  order  to  the 
United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the  circuit  in  which  any 
discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  contributing  to  the  pollu¬ 
tion  subject  to  abatement  by  such  order  originates  by  filing 
with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal  within  sixty  da}^s  from  the 
date  of  issuance  of  the  order.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
shall  attach  upon  the  filing  of  such  notice.  A  copy  of  such 
notice  shall  forthwith  be  transmitted  by  the  clerk  of  the  court 
to  the  Secretary  or  any  officer  designated  by  him  for  that  pur¬ 
pose  and  to  any  other  person  who  received  a  copy  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  order.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon  file  in  the  court 
the  record  of  the  proceedings  before  the  Hearing  Board  as 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


14 


provided  in  section  2112  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  findings  of  fact  and  recommendations.  Such 
findings  of  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence 
when  considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole,  shall  be  conclusive, 
but  the  court  for  good  cause  shown  may  remand  the  case  to 
the  Secretary  for  the  taking  of  additional  evidence  in  such 
maimer  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  court  may 
deem  proper.  The  Secretary  may  thereupon  make  or  cause 
to  be  made  new  or  modified  findings  of  fact  and  recom¬ 
mendations,  and  he  shall  file  with  the  court  the  record  of 
such  further  proceedings,  the  new  or  modified  findings  and 
recommendations,  and  his  recommendations,  if  any,  for  the 
setting  aside  or  modification  of  his  original  order.  Such  new 
or  modified  findings  shall  likewise  be  conclusive  if  supported 
by  substantal  evidence  when  considered  on  the  record  as  a 
whole. 

“  (g)  Upon  the  basis  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
filed  with  it,  the  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enter  an 
order  affirming  or  setting  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
order  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
The  judgment  of  the  court  shall  be  final,  subject  to  review 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  upon  certiorari 
or  certification  as  provided  in  section  1254  of  title  28  of 
the  United  States  Code. 

“  (h)  The  United  States  district  courts  shall  have  jurisdic- 
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tion  of  any  civil  action  brought  by  the  Attorney  General 
at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  to  enforce  any  order  issued  under  this  section  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  or  by  a 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals. 

“  (i)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘person’  includes 
an  individual,  corporation,  partnership,  association,  State, 
municipality,  and  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(j)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘municipality’ 
means  a  city,  town,  borough,  county,  parish,  district,  or 
other  public  body  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law. 

“  (k)  There  is  hereby  created  an  Enforcement  Construc¬ 
tion  Grant  Fund.  Such  Fund  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000. 
The  Commissioner  is  authorized  to  make  grants  from  such 
Fund  subject  to  the  same  limitations  as  are  applicable  to 
grants  made  under  section  7  of  this  Act  but  without  regard  to 
State  allocations  or  the  provisions  of  section  7  (b)  (4) . 
Such  grants  may  be  made,  where  financial  need  is  demon¬ 
strated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commissioner,  to  any  State, 
municipality,  or  interstate  agency  requested  or  required  by 
the  Commissioner  or  the  Secretary  to  contract  remedial 
facilities  after  a  conference,  hearing,  or  court  action.  No 
projects  receiving  grants  from  funds  appropriated  pursuant 
to  section  7  of  this  Act  shall  receive  any  moneys  from  such 
Grant  Fund.” 
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Sec.  8.  The  section  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  herein  redesignated  as  section  10  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentences:  “In 
his  summary  of  any  conference  pursuant  to  section  9  (c)  (3) 
of  this  Act,  the  Commissioner  shall  include  references  to 
any  discharges  allegedly  contributing  to  pollution  from  any 
Federal  property.  Notice  of  any  hearing  pursuant  to  section 
9(e)  involving  any  pollution  alleged  to  he  affected  by  any 
such  discharges  shall  also  be  given  to  the  Federal  agency 
having  jurisdiction  over  the  property  involved  and  the  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations  of  the  Hearing  Board  conducting 
such  hearing  shall  also  include  references  to  any  such  dis¬ 
charges  which  are  contributing  to  the  pollution  found  by 
such  Healing  Board.” 

Sec.  9.  The  sections  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  herein  redesignated  as  section  12  is  amended 
by  striking  out  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(d)  The  term  ‘State’  means  a  State,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Kico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  Guam. 

“(e)  The  term  ‘interstate  waters’  means  all  rivers,  lakes, 
and  other  waters  that  flow  across  or  form  a  part  of  State 
boundaries,  including  coastal  waters.” 

Sec.  10.  The  section  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
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Control  Act  herein  redesignated  as  section  13  is  amended  by 
inserting  “(a)”  immediately  before  “This  Act”,  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  im¬ 
pairing  or  in  any  manner  affecting  any  right  or  jurisdiction 
of  the  States  with  respect  to  the  waters  of  such  States,  includ¬ 
ing  but  not  limited  to  the  power,  authority,  and  jurisdiction 
of  such  States  to  enforce  State  water  pollution  control  laws 
and  regulations.” 

Sec.  11.  All  regulations  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment  of  this  Act  relating  to  water  pollution  control  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  shall  remain  in  effect  until  otherwise  amended  or 
revoked. 

Sec.  12.  In  the  case  of  any  discharge  or  discharges  caus¬ 
ing  or  contributing  to  water  pollution  with  respect  to  which 
the  actions  of  the  Surgeon  General  or  the  Secretary  pre¬ 
scribed  under  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
have  already  been  completed  prior  to  such  enactment,  the 
provisions  of  such  section  as  so  in  effect  shall  continue  to  be 
applicable  until  the  pollution  caused  by  such  discharge  or 
discharges  has  been  abated. 

Sec.  13.  References  in  any  other  Federal  law  to  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  re- 
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1  designated  by  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  be  references 

2  to  such  provisions  as  so  redesignated. 

3  Sec.  14.  Section  5  of  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the 

4  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  The  remainder  of  this  Act 

5  shall  take  effect  on  such  date  not  later  than  ninety  days 

6  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  as  the  President 

7  shall  prescribe. 

8  Sec.  15.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Water 

9  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961”. 
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87th  CONGRESS  ¥_¥  T%  £%  A  A  -| 
1st  Session  |“j^  |\#  \ 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENT ATIYES 

April  18, 1961 

Mr.  Blatnik  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  (a)  the  last  sentence  of  section  1  (a)  of  the  Eed- 

4  eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  466(a)  )  is 

5  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “To  this  end,  the  Secretary  of 

6  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (hereinafter  in  this  Act 

7  called  the  ‘Secretary’)  shall  administer  this  Act.” 

8  (b)  Section  1(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

9  follows : 

10  “  (b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  impairing 

11  or  in  any  manner  affecting  any  right  or  jurisdiction  of  the 

I 


2 


1  States  with  respect  to  the  waters  of  such  States,  including 

2  but  not  limited  to  the  power,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of 

3  such  States  to  enforce  State  water  pollution  control  laws  and 

4  regulations.” 

5  (c)  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8  and  the  first 

6  sentence  of  section  10  (a)  of  such  Act  are  each  amended 

7  by  striking  out  “Surgeon  General”  and  “Surgeon  Gen- 

8  eral’s”  wherever  they  appear  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 

9  thereof  “Secretary”  and  “Secretary’s”,  respectively. 

19  (d)  Sections  4(a)  and  7(c)  of  such  Act  are  each 

11  amended  by  striking  out  “Public  Health  Service”  and  in- 

12  serting  in  lieu  thereof  “Department  of  Health,  Education, 

13  and  Welfare”. 

11  (e)  Sections  7(a)(2)(B)  and  10(b)  are  each 

15  amended  by  striking  out  “Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 

ir  *  f  v  .  •  •  y  .  *  -  ,  •*  s  ,  j  j 

16  and  Welfare”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary”. 

1^  (f)  Section  10  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

18  out  the  second  and  third  sentences  thereof. 

19  Sec.  2.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  4  of  the  Federal 

20  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 

21  paragraph  (4)  thereof  the  following:  Provided,  That  the 

22  total  sum  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 

23  for  fellowships  pursuant  to  this  subparagraph  shall  not  ex- 

24  ceed  $100,000;  and”. 

(b)  Paragraph  (5)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  4  is 
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amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  and”. 

(c)  Section  4  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsections:  1 

“  (d)  The  Secretary  shall  establish,  equip,  and  maintain 
field  laboratory  and  research  facilities,  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited  to,  one  to  be  located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the 
United  States,  one  in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the  mid- 
western  area,  one  in  the  southwestern  area,  one  in  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest,  and  one  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  for  the  coii- 
duct  of  research,  investigations,  experiments,  field  demon¬ 
strations  and  studies,  and  training  relating  to  the  prevention 
and  control  of  water  pollution.  Insofar  as  practicable,  each 
such  facility  shall  be  located  near  institutions  of  higher  learn¬ 
ing  in  which  graduate  training  in  such  research  might  be 
carried  out. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  research  and  techni¬ 
cal  development  work,  and  make  studies,  with  respect  to 
the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  an 
analysis  of  the  present  and  projected  future  water  quality 
of  the  Great  Lakes  under  varying  conditions  of  waste  treat¬ 
ment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  of  the  water  quality  needs 
of  those  to  be  served  by  such  waters,  an  evaluation  of  munici¬ 
pal,  industrial,  and  vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal  prac¬ 
tices  with  respect  to  such  waters,  and  a  study  of  alternate 
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means  of  solving  water  pollution  problems  (including  addi¬ 
tional  waste  treatment  measures)  with  respect  to  such 
waters.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  im¬ 
mediately  following  “June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000”  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “,  and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  $5,000,000”. 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  4  thereof,  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  of  paragraph  5  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “,  and”  and  by  adding  after  such  paragraph 
5  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“(6)  sets  forth  the  criteria  used  by  the  State  in 
determining  priority  of  projects  as  provided  in  section 
6(b)  (4).” 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (2)  of  section  6  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  (2)  No  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an  amount 
exceeding  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller:  (A) 
$800,000,  or  (B)  the  total  of  30  per  centum  of  the  first 
$1,000,000  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  project  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  plus  15  per  centum  of  the  next 
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$2,000,000  of  such  cost,  plus  10  per  centum  of  the  remainder 
of  such  cost:  Provided ,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the 
remaining  cost:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  a 
project  which  will  serve  more  than  one  municipality  (A) 
the  Secretary  shall,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be 
reasonable  and  equitable,  allocate  to  each  municipality  to  be 
served  by  such  project  its  share  of  the  estimated  reasonable 
cost  of  such  project,  and  shall  then  apply  the  foregoing 
limitations  in  this  clause  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a 
separate  project  to  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any 
grant  which  may  be  made  under  this  section  with  respect  to 
each  such  share,  and  the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  deter¬ 
mined  or  $2,400,000,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  shall  be  the 
maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be  made  under 
this  section  on  account  of  such  project,  and  (B)  for  purposes 
of  the  limitation  in  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (d),  the 
share  of  each  municipality  so  determined  shall  be  regarded  as 
a  grant  for  the  construction  of  treatment  works”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  “and”  after  clause  (3)  and  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause  (4)  :  and  (5) 

no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  under  this  section 
in  any  State  in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000  until  a  grant 
has  been  made  thereunder  for  each  project  (A)  for  which 
an  application  was  filed  with  the  appropriate  State  water 
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1  pollution  control  agency  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 

2  this  clause  and  (B)  which  the  Secretary  determines  met 

3  the  requirements  of  this  section  and  regulations  thereunder 

4  as  in  effect  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment”. 

5  (c)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section 

6  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  final  period  and  inserting  in 

7  lieu  thereof  the  following :  except  that  any  such  allotment 

8  which  is  not  obligated  within  six  months  following  the  end 

9  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  it  was  made  because  of  a  lack 

10  of  projects  which  have  been  approved  under  subsection 

11  (b)(1)  of  this  section,  or  certified  as  entitled  to  priority 

12  under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section,  shall  be  reallotted 

13  by  the  Secretary,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  rea- 

14  sonable  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regulations 

i 

15  promulgated  by  him.  Any  amount  made  available  to  a  State 

16  by  reallotments  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in 
11  addition  to  amounts  otherwise  allotted  to  such  State  under 
I®  this  section,  and  shall  be  available  for  payments  with  respect 

19  to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under 

20  this  section  prior  to  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  following  the 

21  year  for  which  the  original  allotment  was  made.” 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik- 
23  ing  out  “$50, 000, 000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$100,- 
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000,000”,  and  by  striking  out  “$500,000,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,000,000,000”. 

(e)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(f)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as  mky 
be  necessary  to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  em¬ 
ployed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for  which 
grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  wages  'at 
rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work 
on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Aet 
of  March  3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  (46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.O.  276a  through  276a-5) .” 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (1) 
of  section  7  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “There  is  hereby  established 
in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  a 
Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board,  composed  of  the 
Secretary  or  his  designee,  who  shall  be  chairman,  and  nine 
members  appointed  by  the  President,  none  of  whom  shall  be 
Federal  officers  or  employees.” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  (A)  or 
such  section  7  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
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the  end  thereof:  “,  and  (iii)  the  term  of  any  member  under 
the  preceding  provisions  shall  be  extended  until  the  date 
on  which  his  successor’s  appointment  is  effective”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“enforcement  measures  against  pollution  of 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  the  matter  causing 
or  contributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into 
such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a 
tributary  of  such  waters) ,  which  endangers  the  health  or 
welfare  of  any  persons,  shall  be  subject  to  abatement  as 
provided  in  this  Act. 

“(b)  Consistent  with  the  policy  declaration  of  this  Act, 
State  and  interstate  action  to  abate  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  shall  be  encouraged  and  shall  not  be  displaced  by 
Federal  enforcement  action  except  as  otherwise  provided  by 
or  pursuant  to  a  final  order  issued  in  accordance  with  sub¬ 
section  (e)  of  this  section  or  a  court  order  under  subsection 
(g)  of  this  section. 

“(c)  (1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any 
State,  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or  (with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency 
for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  situated)  the  gov- 
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erning  body  of  any  municipality,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such 
request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which  is  en¬ 
dangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or 
contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give  formal  notifi¬ 
cation  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  in¬ 
terstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where  such 
discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall  call  promptly 
a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if 
any,  of  the  State  or  States,  if  any,  which  may  he  adversely 
affected  by  such  pollution.  Whenever  requested  hv  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  any  State,  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency, 
or  (with  the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is 
situated)  the  governing  body  of  any  municipality,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or 
discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  origi¬ 
nates,  give  formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  request¬ 
ing  State  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and 
shall  promptly  call  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies 
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and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  and  inter¬ 
state  agency,  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  also  call  such  a  conference  whenever,  on  the  basis  of 
reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  any 
pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and  endangering  the 
health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in 
which  the  discharge  or  discharges  originate  is  occurring. 

“  (2)  The  agencies  called  to  attend  such  conference  may 
bring  such  persons  as  they  desire  to  the  conference.  Not 
less  than  three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  the  conference  date 
shall  be  given  to  such  agencies. 

“(3)  Following  this  conference,  the  Secretary  shall 
prepare  and  forward  to  all  the  water  pollution  control  agen¬ 
cies  attending  the  conference  a  summary  of  conference 
discussions  including  (A)  occurrence  of  pollution  of  navi¬ 
gable  waters  subject  to  abatement  under  this  Act;  (B) 
adequacy  of  measures  taken  toward  abatement  of  the  pollu¬ 
tion;  and  (C)  nature  of  delays,  if  any,  being  encountered 
in  abating  the  pollution. 

“(d)  If  the  Secretary  believes,  upon  the  conclusion  of 
the  conference  or  thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward 
abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that  the 
health  or  welfare  of  any  persons  is  being  endangered,  he  shall 
recommend  to  the  appropriate  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  that  it  take  necessary  remedial  action.  The  Sec- 
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retary  shall  allow  at  least  six  months  from  the  date  he  makes 
such  recommendations  for  the  taking  of  such  recommended 
action. 

“(e)  If,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  period  so  allowed,  such 
remedial  action  is  not  taken  or  action  which  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Secretary  is  reasonably  calculated  to  secure 
abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  taken,  the  Secretary  shall 
call  a  public  hearing,  to  be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the 
places  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution  originated,  before  a  Hearing  Board 
of  five  or  more  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  Each 
State  in  which  any  discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such 
pollution  originates  and  each  State  claiming  to  be  adversely 
affected  by  such  pollution  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
select  one  member  of  the  Hearing  Board  and  at  least  one 
member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the  Hearing  Board 
shall  be  persons  other  than  officers  or  employees  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  At  least 
three'  weeks’  prior  notice  of  such  hearing  shall  be  given  to 
the  State  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate 
agencies,  if  any,  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hearing  and 
the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters.  On  the  basis  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  presented  at  such  hearing,  the  Hearing  Board  shall 
make  findings  as  to  whether  pollution  referred  to  in  sub- 
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section  (a)  is  occurring  and  whether  effective  progress  to¬ 
ward  abatement  thereof  is  being  made.  If  the  Hearing 
Board  finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and  effective  progress 
toward  abatement  is  not  being  made  it  shall  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Secretary  concerning  the  measures,  if  any, 
which  it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  secure  abate¬ 
ment  of  such  pollution.  Such  findings  and  recommendations 
shall  be  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
except  to  the  extent,  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  at  such 
hearing,  he  believes  additional  or  different  findings  or  recom¬ 
mendations  are  warranted.  The  Secretary  shall  send  his 
findings  and  recommendations  to  the  person  or  persons  dis¬ 
charging  any  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollu¬ 
tion,  together  with  an  order  specifying  a  reasonable  time,  but 
not  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  such 
order,  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pollution  in  accordance 
with  such  findings  and  recommendations.  Such  order  shall 
become  final  on  the  sixtieth  day  after  the  date  of  its  issuance 
unless,  an  appeal  is  taken  as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 

1  he  Secretary  shall  also  send  a  copy  of  such  findings  and 
recommendations  and  such  order  to  the  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if  any,  attending  the 
hearings  as  a  party  of  record. 

“  (f)  An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  any  such  order  of 
the  Secretary  by  any  person  who  has  been  made  subject  to 
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such  order  to  the  United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the  cir¬ 
cuit  in  which  any  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  pollution  subject  to  abatement  by  such  order 
originates  by  filing  with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal  within 
sixty  days  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  order.  The  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  court  shall  attach  upon  the  filing  of  such  notice. 
A  copy  of  such  notice  shall  forthwith  be  transmitted  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Secretary  or  any  officer  designated 
by  him  for  that  purpose  and  to  any  other  person  who  re¬ 
ceived  a  copy  of  the  Secretary’s  order.  The  Secretary  shall 
thereupon  file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the  proceedings  be¬ 
fore  the  Hearing  Board  as  provided  in  section  2112  of  title 
28,  United  States  Code,  together  with  his  findings  of  fact 
and  recommendations.  Such  findings  of  the  Secretary,  if 
supported  by  substantial  evidence  when  considered  on  the 
record  as  a  whole,  shall  be  conclusive,  but  the  court  for  good 
cause  shown  may  remand  the  case  to  the  Secretary  for  the 
taking  of  additional  evidence  in  such  manner  and  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  court  may  deem  proper.  The 
Secretary  may  thereupon  make  or  cause  to  be  made  new  or 
modified  findings  of  fact  and  recommendations,  and  he  shall 
file  with  the  court  the  record  of  such  further  proceedings, 
the  new  or  modified  findings  and  recommendations,  and  his 
recommendations,  if  any,  for  the  setting  aside  or  modifica¬ 
tion  of  his  original  order.  Such  new  or  modified  findings 
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shall  likewise  be  conclusive  if  supported  by  substantial 
evidence  when  considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole. 

“(g)  Upon  the  basis  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
filed  with  it,  the  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enter  an 
order  affirming  or  setting  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
order  of  the  Secretary.  The  judgment  of  the  court  shall  be 
final,  subject  to  review  b}^  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  upon  certiorari  or  certification  as  provided  in  section 
1254  of  title  28  of  the  United  States  Code. 

“  (h)  The  United  States  district  courts  shall  have  juris¬ 
diction  of  any  civil  action  brought  by  the  Attorney  General 
at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  to  enforce  any  order  issued 
under  this  section  by  the  Secretary,  or  by  a  United  States 
court  of  appeals. 

“  (i)  Members  of  any  Hearing  Board  appointed  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (e)  who  are  not  regular  full-time  officers 
or  emplo3^ees  of  the  United  States  shall,  while  participating 
in  the  hearing  conducted  by  such  Board  or  otherwise 
engaged  on  the  work  of  such  Board,  receive  compensation 
at  a  rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100 
per  diem,  including  travel  time,  and  while  away  from  their 
homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed 
travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 
authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the 
Government  service  employed  intermittently. 


1  “  (j)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘person’  includes 

2  an  individual,  corporation,  partnership,  association,  State, 

3  municipality,  and  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

■ 

4  “(k)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘municipality’ 

5  means  a  city,  town,  borough,  county,  parish,  district,  or 

6  other  public  body  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law.” 

7  Sec.  7.  Section  9  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 

8  trol  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

9  ing  new  sentences :  “In  his  summary  of  any  conference  pur- 

10  suant  to  section  8(c)  (3)  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 

11  include  references  to  any  discharges  allegedly  contributing 

12  to  pollution  from  any  Federal  property.  Notice  of  any 

13  hearing  pursuant  to  section  8(e)  involving  any  pollution 

14  alleged  to  be  effected  by  any  such  discharges  shall  also  be 

15  given  to  the  Federal  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the 

16  property  involved  and  the  findings  and  recommendations  of 

17  the  Hearing  Board  conducting  such  hearing  shall  also  include 

18  references  to  any  such  discharges  which  are  contributing  to 

19  the  pollution  found  by  such  Hearing  Board.” 

20  Sec.  8.  Section  11  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 

21  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsections  (d)  and 

22  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

23  “(d)  The  term  ‘State’  means  a  State,  the  District  of 

24  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Bico,  the  Virgin 

25  Islands,  and  Guam. 
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“(e)  The  term  ‘interstate  waters’  means  all  rivers, 
lakes,  and  other  waters  that  flow  across  or  form  a  part  of 
State  boundaries,  including  coastal  waters.” 

■ 

Sec.  9.  In  the  case  of  any  discharge  or  discharges  caus¬ 
ing  or  contributing  to  water  pollution  with  respect  to  which 
the  actions  of  the  Surgeon  General  or  the  Secretary  pre¬ 
scribed  under  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
have  already  been  completed  prior  to  such  enactment,  the 
provisions  of  such  section  as  so  in  effect  shall  continue  to  be 
applicable  until  the  pollution  caused  by  such  discharge  or 
discharges  has  been  abated. 

Sec.  10.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  subcommittee  voted  to  Report  bill  to  increase  per  diem  travel 
rates.  Senate  subcommittee  voted  to  re/or X  migratory  labor  bills  relating  to  edu¬ 
cation,  child  labor,  health  services ,  And  registration  of  contractors. 

House  committee  voted  to  report  Dela/are  RiveX  Basin  Compact  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  FARM  LABOR.  The  Migrat/ry  Labor  Subcommittee  of  the^Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  the  following  bills:  p.  D276 

S.  1123,  to  exempt  migratory  labor  children  above  cXtain  ages  from  the 
child  labor  provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  oX.1938; 

S.  1124,  to  provide  Federal  assistance  in  providing  improved  educational 
opportunities  for  children  of  migratory  farm  workers; 

S.  1125,  tp  provide  Federal  assistance  for  the  adult  educa\ion  of  migratory 
farm  worker: 

S.  112(/  to  provide  for  the  registration  of  contractors  of  migratory  farm 
workers; 

S.  1130,  to  authorize  the  Public  Health  Service  to  make  grants  fXf  improving 
healtjn  services  and  conditions  for  migratory  farm  workers;  and 

1132,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  National  Citizens  CoXfCil  on 
Mi/ratory  Labor. 

HOUSE 

FOREIGN  AID.  By  a  vote  of  330  to  82,  passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  6518,  mak-^ 
ing  appropriations  of  $500  million  for  the  Inter-American  Social  and  Economic 
Cooperation  Program  and  the  Chilean  Reconstruction  and  Rehabilitation  Program 


-  2  - 

for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961.  Rep.  Conte  stated  that  it  is 
cipated  that  this  act  will  provide  $4  million  for  agriculture  extension  in/ 
Latin  America,  pp.  6243-70 


3.  TEXTILES.  Rep.  Hemphill  deplored  the  present  trend  in  the  textile  in  ^>try, 
saying  "We  have  finally  come  to  the  point  where  ...  either  the  texti  ;  indus¬ 
try  is  going  to  get  some  sympathy,  or  there  is  not  going  to  be  any  jt  :tile 


indusi 


pp.  6274-81 


4.  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendmentsH.  R.  6441. 

to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  ef- 
_ fective  program  of  water  pollution  control  (H.  Rept.  306).  p.  6288 

5.  VEHICLES.  The  judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  2883  to  pro¬ 

vide  for  the  defense  of  suits  against  Federal  employees/ arising  out  of  their 
operation  of  motorVehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment  (H.  Rept.  297). 
p.  6287 

6.  LANDS.  The  Interior  an^\Insular  Affairs  Committe^reported^^R/^lt^t^xn- 

dude  within  the  boundaries  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  in  California, 
certain  Federally  owned  lahds  used  in  connection  with  the  monument  (H.  Rept. 
298).  p.  6287  x  x 

7.  PERSONNEL.  The  Government  Operations  Comm/ttee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  H.  R.  3279,  to  rncrease'the  maximum  rates  of  per  diem  allow¬ 
ance  for  employees  of  the  Government  travelling  on  official  business,  p.  D278 

8.  DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMPACT.  The  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  H.  J.  Res.  225,  to\grant  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the 
Delaware  River  Basin  Compact  and  to  entefvinto  such  compact  on  behalf  of  the 
U.  S.  p.  D278  x 

9.  TAXATION.  The  Ways  and  Means'' Committee  voted  £so  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  6413,  to  extend  to  fishermen  the\ame  treatment  accorded  farmers 
in  relation  to  estimated/income  tax.  p.  D273 


family  farming 
f  it,  is  going  to 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

10.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep, /Short  inserted  an  editorial  discuss^ 

operations  and  stdting  that  "family  farming,  as  we  think 
be  around  for  a/long  time."  pp.  A2794-5 

Rep.  Strat^/n  inserted  an  editorial  discussing  the  importance  of  Otsego 
County,  N.  Y/,  as  an  agricultural  area.  p.  A2795 

Rep.  Shott  inserted  an  article  opposing  the  proposal  in  the  president  * s  farm 
message  "yhich  calls  for  referendums  under  which  a  two-thirds  vot^  of  farmers 
could  pyt  a  commodity  under  Federal  controls."  p.  A2798 

11.  RURAL/nJDUSTRY.  Rep.  Moeller  commended  "the  increased  interest  of  theN?epart- 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  the  development  of  our  rural  areas,"  and  inserted  a 

jspaper  article,  "Rural  Industry  Agency  Is  Freeman  Objective."  pp.  A2^$3-4 

12.  /ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Kastenmeier  inserted  a  speech  by  REA  Administrator  ClaVi 
before  the  Western  Farmers  Electric  Cooperative  in  Anadarko,  Okla. ,  "A  Secure  N 

upply  of  Power,"  in  which  he  discusses  the  Administration's  program  for  rural 
electrification,  pp.  A2803-4 


ne 


87th  Congress,  1st  Session 


House  Report  No.  306 


FEDERAL  WATER 
POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 


REPORT 

OF  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

TO  ACCOMPANY 

H.R.  6441 

A  BILL  TO  AMEND  THE  FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION 
CONTROL  ACT  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  A  MORE  EFFECTIVE 
PROGRAM  OF  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL 

TOGETHER  WITH 

MINORITY  VIEWS 


April  25,  1961. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


67006 


U.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 
WASHINGTON  :  1961 


COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 

CHARLES  A.  BUCKLEY,  New  York,  Chairman 


GEORGE  H.  FALLON,  Maryland 
CLIFFORD  DAVIS,  Tennessee 
JOHN  A.  BLATNIK,  Minnesota 
ROBERT  E.  JONES,  Alabama 
FRANK  E.  SMITH,  Mississippi 
JOHN  C.  KLUCZ YNSKI,  Illinois 
T.  A.  THOMPSON,  Louisiana 
IRIS  FAIRCLOTH  BLITCII,  Georgia 
JIM  WRIGHT,  Texas 
W.  R.  HULL,  Jr.,  Missouri 
KENNETH  J.  GRAY,  Illinois 
FRANK  M.  CLARK,  Pennsylvania 
ED  EDMONDSON,  Oklahoma 
JOHN  J.  McFALL,  California 
GRACIE  PFOST,  Idaho 
JOHN  YOUNG,  Texas 
FRANK  W.  BURKE,  Kentucky 
HAROLD  T.  JOHNSON,  California 
ROBERT  E.  COOK,  Ohio 


JAMES  C.  AUCniNCLOSS,  New  Jersey 
GORDON  H.  SCHERER,  Ohio 
WILLIAM  C.  CRAMER,  Florida 
JOHN  F.  BALDWIN,  Jr.,  California 
FRED  SCHWENGEL,  Iowa 
EDWIN  B.  DOOLEY,  New  York 
HOWARD  W.  ROBISON,  New  York 
HERMAN  T.  SCHNEEBELI,  Pennsylvania 
PERKINS  BASS,  New  Hampshire 
WALTER  L.  McVEY,  Kansas 
CARLETON  J.  KING,  New  York 
WILLIAM  H.  HARSHA,  Jr.,  Ohio 
JAMES  HARVEY,  Michigan 


Margaret  R.  Beiter,  Chief  Clerk 
Joseph  R.  Brennan,  Engineer-Consultant 
Richard  J.  Sullivan,  Chief  Counsel 
Clifton  W.  Enfield,  Minority  Counsel 


Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors 


JOHN  A.  BLATNIK,  Minnesota,  Chairman 
GEORGE  H.  FALLON,  Maryland 
CLIFFORD  DAVIS,  Tennessee 


IRIS  FAIRCLOTH  BLITCH,  Georgia 
JOHN  J.  McFALL,  California 
JOHN  YOUNG,  Texas 
FRANK  W.  BURKE,  Kentucky 
HAROLD  T.  JOHNSON,  California 
ROBERT  E.  COOK,  Ohio 
KENNETH  J.  GRAY,  Illinois 


JAMES  C.  AUCHINCLOSS,  New  Jersey 
WILLIAM  C.  CRAMER,  Florida 
EDWIN  B.  DOOLEY,  New  York 
PERKINS  BASS,  New  Hampshire 
WALTER  L.  McVEY,  Kansas 
WILLIAM  H.  HARSHA,  Jr.,  Ohio 
JAMES  HARVEY,  Michigan 


Jerome  N.  Sonosky,  Subcommittee  Counsel 


II 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  f  Report 

1st  Session  )  (  No.  306 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 


April  25,  1961. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on, the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Blatnik,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  6441] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  6441)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to 
provide  for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amend¬ 
ments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  5,  strike  out  “7,  and  8”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “and 
7”. 

Page  2,  line  24,  strike  out  and”. 

Strike  out  line  25  on  page  2  and  lines  1  and  2  on  page  3. 

Page  3,  line  3,  strike  out  “(c)”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “(b)”. 

Page  4,  line  11,  strike  out  “4”  and  insert  “(4)”. 

Page  4,  line  12,  strike  out  “5”  and  insert  “(5)”. 

Page  4,  line  13,  strike  out  the  comma  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a 
semicolon. 

Page  4,  line  14,  strike  out  “5”  and  insert  “(5)”. 

Page  4,  strike  out  lines  20  and  21  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof: 

follows:  “(2)  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an 
amount 

Page  10,  line  2,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a 
comma  and  the  following: 

unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  the  effect  of  such 
pollution  on  the  legitimate  uses  of  the  waters  is  not  of  such 
significance  to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction  under 
this  section. 
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2  FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

Page  12,  line  19,  strike  out  “(b)”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “(f)”. 

The  committee  amendments  are  technical  amendments  correcting 
punctuation  and  numbering  errors  and  a  typographical  omission  of 
language  agreed  to  unanimously  by  the  committee. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  6441  is  to  extend  and  strengthen  the  Federal 
water  pollution  control  program  and  to  assist  the  States  and  local 
communities  in  providing  for  more  effective  programs  of  water 
pollution  control  at  all  levels  of  government. 

The  bill  as  amended  would  (1)  vest  in  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  full  responsibility  for  the  conduct  of  the 
Federal  water  pollution  control  program  authorized  by  this  act;  (2) 
authorize  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  field  laboratory  and 
research  facilities  in  various  parts  of  the  country,  and  the  conduct  of 
water  quality  studies  of  the  Great  Lakes;  (3)  increase  grants  to  State 
and  interstate  agencies  for  the  operation  of  their  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  programs  from  $3  million  to  $5  million  annually  and  extend  the 
authorization  for  such  grants  to  June  30,  1971 ;  (4)  increase  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  appropriations  for  waste  treatment  works  construction 
grants  from  $50  million  to  $100  million  annually  and  the  total  authori¬ 
zation  from  $500  million  to  $1  billion;  (5)  increase  maximum  allow¬ 
able  grants  from  $250,000  to  $800,000  and  substitute  sliding  scale  for¬ 
mula  for  present  30-percent  grant  limitation;  (6)  $2.4  million  ceiling 
on  grants  for  projects  serving  more  than  one  municipality;  (7)  require 
priority  for  all  previously  filed  applications  under  $250,000;  (8)  retain 
existing  Federal  enforcement  jurisdiction  over  interstate  waters  and 
expand  Federal  pollution  abatement  enforcement  authority  to  all 
navigable  waters  and  coastal  waters  whether  or  not  there  is  a  showing 
of  interstate  pollution  if  abatement  action  is  requested  by  a  State  or 
a  municipality  with  the  concurrence  of  the  State;  (9)  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  WTelfare  to  issue  final  orders  in 
enforcement  actions;  and  (10)  include  discharges  from  Federal  instal¬ 
lations  in  all  administrative  findings  and  recommendations  in  Federal 
abatement  actions. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

Public  hearings  were  held  by  the  committee  on  March  14,  15,  16, 
and  29,  1961,  on  H.R.  4036  which  is  superseded  by  H.R.  6441,  the  bill 
here  reported,  at  which  testimony  was  received  from  witnesses  repre¬ 
senting  municipal  and  county  government  associations;  State  health, 
engineering,  and  pollution  control  administrators;  conservation  and 
civic  groups;  industry  and  labor  representatives;  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  The  committee  considered  the 
bill  during  4  days  of  executive  session. 

NEED  FOR  THIS  LEGISLATION 

Water  has  become  the  No.  1  resource  problem  confronting  the 
United  States  today. 

The  water  problem  is  directly  related  to  our  country’s  rapid  popu¬ 
lation  and  economic  growth.  This  growth  is  creating  a  major  im¬ 
pact  on  water  resources  from  a  rapidly  growing  demand  for  water  to 
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produce  the  things  we  need  to  eat,  wear,  and  use,  and  for  an  ample 
supply  of  clean,  safe  water  for  drinking  and  for  recreation. 

By  1980  our  population  is  expected  to  reach  the  232-274  million 
range.  Probably  the  most  significant  population  growth  trend  is 
that  toward  urbanized  living.  By  1980  more  than  90  percent  of  our 
people  will  live  in  cities  and  towns,  half  of  these  in  cities  over  50,000 
population  or  their  suburbs. 

In  addition  to  population  growth  and  concentration,  the  phe¬ 
nomenal  growth  of  industry  will  also  continue.  Production  of  goods 
increased  sevenfold  from  1900  to  1950  and  is  expected  to  double  the 
1950  figures  by  1975. 

The  result  of  population  and  economic-industrial  growth  will  be  a 
tremendous  increase  in  fresh  water  use.  By  1980,  our  estimated  fresh 
water  needs  will  total  600  billion  gallons  a  day — nearly  double  present 
water  use. 

In  the  past,  we  met  rising  demands  for  water  largely  through  con¬ 
struction  of  storage  facilities  to  increase  the  amount  of  water  available 
for  use.  Now,  however,  the  limit  of  the  amount  of  dependable  water 
supply  is  in  sight.  The  maximum  dependable  fresh  water  supply  we 
can  ever  hope  to  develop  by  engineering  works  is  estimated  to  be 
600-650  billion  gallons  a  day  by  the  year  2000.  This  is  our  fixed 
water  supply — foreseeably  all  the  Nation  will  ever  have  to  support 
continued  population  and  economic  growth. 

By  1980  the  developed  dependable  fresh  water  supply  is  expected 
to  total  about  515  billion  gallons  a  day.  Therefore,  by  1980  demand 
will  exceed  supply  by  85  billion  gallons.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
Nation’s  water  needs  from  now  on  must  be  met  by  using  the  same 
water  over  and  over.  Thus,  the  highest  priority  in  water  resources 
developments  must  be  given  to  the  all-important  need  of  providing 
for  the  cleanliness  of  the  limited  water  supply  so  that  it  can  be  used 
and  reused  in  meeting  the  Nation’s  increasing  requirements  for  water 
for  all  purposes. 

Water  reuse  on  a  large  scale  is  already  a  necessity.  Some  of  the 
water  in  every  stream  is  used  one  or  more  times  with  much  greater 
reuse  of  streams  in  developed  areas.  During  low  flows  it  is  estimated 
that  the  flow  of  the  Ohio  River  is  used  3.7  times.  Five-  and  six-time 
reuse  of  water  in  our  major  river  basins  is  a  certain  prospect. 

Water  must  be  of  suitable  quality  to  be  reusable,  however.  Used 
water  is  invariably  polluted  water  and  pollution  degrades  its  physical, 
chemical,  biological,  and  aesthetic  qualities.  Multiple  water  reuse, 
therefore,  will  require  highly  effective  pollution  control  to  protect 
and  conserve  water  quality  if  streams  are  to  serve  each  downstream 
community,  industry,  farm,  and  recreation  area. 

We  have  entered  the  era  in  water  resource  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  United  States  where  water  quality  management  must  have 
the  highest  priority  in  supplying  present  and  future  water  supply 
needs.  An  important  segment  of  water  quality  management  has  been 
and  will  be  accomplished  by  providing  storage  of  good  quality  waters 
for  water  supply  purposes  and  for  dilution  of  downstream  pollution. 
For  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  however,  water  quality  management  can 
best  be  affected  by  the  prevention  and  control  of  pollution.  More 
“new”  water  can  be  provided  to  meet  needs  by  controlling  pollution 
than  by  any  other  means.  Pollution  control  has  the  advantage  of 
permitting  the  use  of  an  already  available  distribution  system,  the 
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waterways  of  the  country,  to  deliver  water  of  satisfactory  quality  to 
the  points  where  it  is  needed. 

COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

H.R.  6441  will  establish  the  more  effective  Federal  water  pollution 
control  program  needed  to  assist  the  States  and  local  communities 
in  obtaining  the  highly  effective  pollution  control  necessary  to  protect 
and  conserve  the  water  quality  of  the  Nation’s  waterways.  The  com¬ 
mittee  strongly  urges  favorable  action  on  this  measure. 

MAJOR  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

Administration  of  the  'program, 

The  committee  has  watched  carefully  the  progress  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  national  water  pollution  control  program  and  particularly 
the  supporting  role  of  the  Federal  Government.  The  committee  has 
always  believed  that  the  objectives  of  the  program  should  be  given 
high  priority  in  an  appropriate  administrative  framework  in  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Existing  law  provides  that  the  pollution  control  program  be  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Surgeon  General  through  the  Public  Health  Service 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  The  administrative  status  of  the  program  has  not  changed 
since  1948  when  it  was  originally  established  despite  a  great  increase 
in  program  activities,  responsibilities,  personnel,  and  appropriations. 
During  public  hearings  the  committee  heard  testimony  favoring  the 
establishment  of  a  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration 
in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  has  urged  the  establishment  of  a  “special  unit”  in  the  Public 
Health  Service  to  administer  both  ah’  and  water  pollution  control 
programs. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  recognizing  the 
need  to  upgrade  pollution  control  activities  in  his  department,  asked 
the  committee  for  “*  *  *  time  to  take  a  complete  fresh  look  at  the 
situation  and  the  various  proposals  for  dealing  with  it.” 

In  order  to  give  the  Secretary  complete  flexibility  in  effectuating 
his  decision  relating  to  the  proper  administrative  status  of  this  program 
the  bill  approved  by  the  committee  would  transfer  responsibility  for 
the  administration  of  the  Federal  water  pollution  control  program 
from  the  Surgeon  General  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 

This  action  is  in  conformity  with  recommendation  No.  14  of  the 
first  report  of  the  Hoover  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  of  the  Government  (PI.  Doc.  55,  81st  Cong.)  which  states: 

Under  the  President,  the  heads  of  departments  must  hold 
full  responsibility  for  the  conduct  of  their  departments. 
There  must  be  a  clear  line  of  authority  reaching  down 
through  every  step  of  the  organization  and  no  subordinate 
should  have  authority  independent  from  that  of  his  superior. 

The  committee  hopes  that  in  reaching  any  decision  on  this  matter 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  takes  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  fact  that  the  water  pollution  control  program  established  in 
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1956  and  strengthened  by  this  bill  goes  far  beyond  the  usual  public 
health  legislation  in  that  it  assigns  to  his  Department  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  controlling  water  pollution  to  conserve  water  for  all  uses— 
propagation  of  fish  and  aquatic  life  and  wildlife,  recreational  purposes, 
industrial  and  agricultural  (including  irrigation)  supplies,  and  other 
legitimate  purposes,  as  well  as  public  water  supplies  and  protection 
of  the  public  health. 

States  rights  and  responsibilities 

The  bill  reaffirms  and  clarifies  congressional  policy  to  recognize, 
preserve,  and  protect  the  primary  responsibilities  and  rights  of  the 
States  in  preventing  and  controlling  water  pollution. 

Nothing  in  the  bill  is  intended  to  impair  or  in  any  manner  affect 
any  right  or  jurisdiction  of  the  States  with  respect  to  the  waters  of 
the  States,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  power,  authority,  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  States  to  enforce  State  water  pollution  control 
laws  and  regulations. 

The  committee  has  exercised  extreme  care  to  assure  that  the 
language  of  the  bill  will  allow  continued  comprehensive  action  by  the 
States  in  the  field  of  water  pollution  control.  There  certainly  can 
be  no  assumption  that  the  Federal  interest  in  the  field  of  water  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement  authorized  by  this  bill  is  so  dominant  as  to  preclude 
State  action.  The  proposition  is  well  established  that  the  protection 
of  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  citizens  of  a  State  is  a  proper  subject 
for  the  exercise  of  the  State  police  power.  The  bill  provides  specifi¬ 
cally  for  cooperation  with  the  States  and  its  aim  is  to  encourage  and 
assist  States  and  local  communities  in  their  efforts  to  control  water 
pollution,  not  to  usurp  or  preempt  their  rights,  powers,  or  responsibili¬ 
ties  in  this  field. 

Research  and  studies 

Kesearch  has  always  been  recognized  as  a  basic  Federal  water 
pollution  control  responsibility.  The  need  for  a  much  greater  Federal 
research  effort  was  consistently  recognized  during  the  hearings  on 
the  bill. 

At  least  six  permanent  regional  water  pollution  control  laboratories, 
fully  equipped  and  staffed  with  skilled  laboratory  and  field  project 
personnel,  are  badly  needed  to  support  expanding  programs  in  com¬ 
prehensive  program  development,  special  field  study  projects  on 
specific  problems,  basic  data,  and  enforcement;  also,  much  needed 
increases  in  technical  assistance  to  State  and  local  agencies  and  in 
connection  with  projects  and  other  Federal  water  resources  agencies. 
At  present  the  Public  Health  Service  must  establish  temporary 
facilities,  make  such  use  of  the  Sanitary  Engineering  Center  in 
Cincinnati  as  distance  permits,  rely  on  the  facilities  of  others,  or 
contract  for  needed  laboratory  services. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  establishment  of  regional  water  pollution 
control  laboratories  in  various  sections  of  the  country.  The  specific 
locations  mentioned  in  the  bill  are  not  intended  to  exclude  any  other 
area  where  such  facilities  are  needed  to  carry  out  the  cooperative 
Federal-State-local  pollution  control  program  authorized  bv  this  bill. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  a  continuing  study  of  the  quality  of  the 
waters  of  the  Great  Lakes.  The  Great  Lakes  constitute  the  largest 
single  source  of  fresh  water  in  this  hemisphere.  They  must  be 
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protected  from  pollution  caused  by  population  and  industrial  growth, 
and  increased  shipping. 

State  and  interstate  'program  grants 

A  significant  provision  in  existing  law  is  that  providing  for  matching 
grants  to  State  and  interstate  agencies  to  assist  them  in  meeting  the 
costs  of  establishing  and  maintaining  adequate  water  pollution  control 
programs. 

State  programs  in  this  field  have  expanded  under  the  grant  program. 
States  having  relatively  large  appropriations  have  used  grant  funds 
principally  for  increased  research  and  special  studies  often  by  con¬ 
tract.  Those  having  smaller  appropriations  have  used  the  grant 
funds  for  such  purposes  as  increasing  technical  staffs  and  field  studies, 
accelerating  enforcement  action,  purchasing  special  laboratory  and 
field  equipment,  and  engaging  in  applied  research.  The  program 
grant  authorization  expires  with  this  fiscal  year  unless  extended  by 
this  bill. 

The  bill  increases  the  appropriation  authority  for  program  grants 
to  State  andj  interstate  agencies  from  $3  million  to  $5  million  an¬ 
nually  and  extends  the  authorization  to  June  30,  1971. 

The  clear  purpose  of  these  grants  is  to  provide  for  extension  or 
improvement  of  State  and  interstate  programs  for  prevention  and 
control  of  water  pollution.  It  is  expected  that  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  will  establish  administrative  proce¬ 
dures  to  insure  that  these  grant  funds  are  used  solely  for  this  purpose. 

State  plans  to  be  submitted  as  a  prerequisite  to  receiving  such 
program  grants  will  be  required  to  include  criteria  used  by  the  States 
in  determining  priority  of  projects  for  Federal  grants  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  municipal  treatment  works  authorized  by  this  legislation. 
The  committee  believes  such  criteria  should  place  emphasis  on  control¬ 
ling  and  preventing  pollution  of  surface  waters. 

Grants  jor  waste  treatment  plant  construction 

Under  existing  law  there  is  authorized  $50  million  annually  in  Fed¬ 
eral  grants  to  communities  to  assist  them  in  the  construction  of  needed 
waste  treatment  facilities.  This  program  has  been  in  operation  since 
1956.  During  the  5  years  immediately  preceding  enactment  of  the 
program  (1952-56)  contract  awards  for  sewage  treatment  plant  con¬ 
struction  averaged  $222  million.  Over  the  past  4  years  contract  awards 
for  sewage  treatment  plant  construction  have  averaged  almost  $360 
million  annually — an  increase  of  62  percent  over  the  5-year  average 
before  Federal  financial  assistance  became  available. 

Under  the  construction  grant  program  as  of  March  31,  1961,  a 
total  of  2,671  grant  offers  have  been  made  aggregating  $219.3  million. 
These  in  turn  supported  construction  of  projects  having  eligible  costs 
totaling  $1.27  billion.  Every  Federal  dollar  expended  has  been 
matched  by  over  $4.80  in  local  funds. 

Despite  the  great  progress  made  as  a  result  of  Federal  financial 
assistance,  much  more  remains  to  be  done.  Construction  since  1957 
has  been  largely  offset  by  new  needs  and  the  number  of  needed  projects 
remains  at  5,100  sewage  treatment  plants.  According  to  the  Public 
Health  Service,  4,136  new  plants  are  required  for  23  million  people  in 
communities  now  discharging  raw  untreated  sewage,  and  communities 
where  existing  treatment  works  are  obsolete  and  require  replacement. 
Another  991  communities  need  major  additions  and  enlargements  of 
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existing  inadequate  plants  to  provide  satisfactory  treatment  for  19 
million  persons. 

In  addition  to  the  backlog  of  treatment  plant  needs,  population 
growth  will  continue  to  create  new  needs.  If  municipalities  are  to 
catch  up  by  1970,  they  will  have  to  spend  an  average  of  $600  million 
a  year  to  eliminate  the  backlog,  provide  for  new  population,  and  to 
replace  the  plants  that  will  become  obsolete. 

In  order  to  stimulate  construction  up  to  $600  million  a  year  the  bill 
authorizes  an  increase  in  Federal  financial  assistance  from  the  present 
$50  million  annually  to  $100  million  annually  and  an  increase  in  the 
total  grant  authorization  from  $500  million  to  $1  billion. 

The  committee  is  impressed  with  the  need  for  providing  more 
effective  incentives  to  those  communities  requiring  larger  installations, 
which  involve  construction  costs  of  considerable  magnitude.  The 
need  for  construction  of  treatment  plants  by  municipalities  exceeding 
50,000  population  amounts  to  about  30  percent  of  total  needs,  yet 
these  cities  have  received  less  than  15  percent  of  the  Federal  grant 
funds  under  existing  legislation.  Further  stimulation  of  projects  in 
these  areas  is  desirable.  To  provide  Federal  financial  assistance  to 
achieve  more  effectively  the  required  stimulus  of  necessary  construc¬ 
tion  within  this  group  of  communities,  the  bill  provides  a  sliding  scale 
formula  which  would  provide  a  stimulus  to  larger  communities  more 
nearly  comparable  to  that  now  provided  for  smaller  communities. 
The  increased  appropriation  authorizations  would  make  available 
Federal  grants  for  more  projects,  and  hence  would  benefit  both  larger 
and  smaller  communities. 

The  bill  would  limit  the  Federal  grant  to  30  percent  of  the  first 
$1  million  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  of  a  project,  plus  15  percent 
of  the  next  $2  million,  plus  10  percent  of  the  remainder  of  such  cost, 
but  subject  to  an  $800,000  ceiling;  however,  no  grant  of  more  than 
$250,000  shall  be  approved  for  a  project  in  any  State  until  all  appli¬ 
cations  filed  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  enactment  of  this  bill  have 
first  been  approved. 

In  order  to  encourage  the  construction  of  projects  serving  more  than 
one  municipality,  the  bill  would  apply  this  ceiling  to  each  munici¬ 
pality’s  share  of  the  cost  of  the  project.  The  grant  for  joint  projects 
would  be  the  total  amount  each  participating  municipality  would 
have  been  awarded  had  it  constructed  a  separate  facility  with  a 
ceiling  of  $2.4  million  for  such  projects.  The  purpose  of  this  provision 
is  to  make  each  governmental  unit  served  by  the  project  eligible  for 
a  construction  grant  and  it  is  applicable  to  projects  now  in  operation 
serving  more  than  one  municipality  as  well  as  prospective  joint 
projects.  The  committee  encourages  adjacent  communities  to  band 
together  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  joint  treatment  and 
disposal  works,  utilizing  such  financial  arrangements  and  methods  as 
authorized  by  State  statute. 

The  bill  would  also  provide  for  reallocation  of  construction  grant 
funds  of  a  State  that  are  not  obligated  for  the  construction  of  approved 
projects  within  18  months  after  allocation.  These  funds  would  then 
be  reallotted  to  States  which  are  in  a  position  to  go  forward  (during 
the  next  6  months)  with  projects  that  have  been  approved  by  the 
State  water  pollution  control  agency.  Such  reallocation  authority 
would  assure  use  of  the  full  amount  appropriated  each  year  for 
construction  of  needed  projects. 

H.  Rept.  306,  87-1 - 2 
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The  bill  also  requires  that  with  respect  to  work  performed  on 
sewage-treatment  projects  the  taking  of  such  action  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  insure  payment  of  wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing 
on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
These  provisions  now  apply  to  all  direct  Federal  construction  as  well 
as  to  contracts  for  school,  hospital,  housing,  and  airport  projects 
constructed  with  Federal-aid  funds. 

Enforcement  jurisdiction  extended  to  navigable  waters 

Under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment  authority  applies  to  pollution  of  any  interstate  waters,  which 
the  act  defines  to  include  “all  rivers,  lakes,  and  other  waters  that 
flow  across,  or  form  a  part  of,  boundaries  between  two  or  more 
States.”  Under  this  definition  almost  all  coastal  waters  are  excluded; 
so  are  waters  which,  though  they  may  be  navigable,  do  not  cross  or 
form  part  of  State  boimdaries. 

The  present  law,  for  instance,  excludes  from  enforcement  jurisdiction 
the  greater  part  of  the  Great  Lakes  and  their  tributaries,  the  coastal 
waters  of  the  Nation,  many  important  coastal  streams,  intrastate 
water  bodies  such  as  the  Detroit  River,  those  of  Florida,  and  all  rivers, 
streams,  lakes,  and  coastal  waters  of  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  and  Puerto  Rico.  International  boundary  streams  such  as 
the  St.  Lawrence,  Niagara,  lower  Colorado,  and  Rio  Grande  Rivers 
are  untouchable  under  the  act.  The  same  situation  exists  as  to 
international  streams  flowing  across  the  northern  and  southern  borders 
of  the  United  States  into  our  international  neighbors.  Examples  are 
the  Red  River  of  the  North  in  Minnesota,  Lake  Champlain  in  New 
York,  Souris  and  Riviere  Rivers  in  North  Dakota,  and  the  Flathead 
and  Kootenai  Rivers  in  Montana.  In  addition,  the  Missouri  River 
from  the  Kansas  State  line  to  just  above  St.  Louis  is  an  untouchable 
area  under  existing  law.  The  greater  part  of  the  Hudson  River  is 
excluded,  as  are  important  reaches  of  the  Tennessee,  Columbia,  Colo¬ 
rado,  and  Merrimack  Rivers.  Of  the  estimated  26,000  water  bodies 
in  the  United  States,  there  are  only  an  estimated  4,000  of  an  inter¬ 
state  nature. 

In  addition,  Federal  enforcement  authority  covers  only  pollution  of 
interstate  waters,  defined  as  above,  which  “endangers  the  health  or 
welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge 
originates  *  *  Thus  only  pollution  having  an  interstate  effect  is 

subject  to  abatement  under  the  existing  law. 

The  effect  of  this  limitation  is  to  require  Federal  enforcement  officials 
to  trace  the  noxious  effects  of  some  polluter’s  discharge  through  the 
discharges  of  often  hundreds  of  other  polluters  to  some  point  in  another 
State  where  the  effect  can  be  segregated  from  its  host  of  acquired  com¬ 
panions  and  found  to  endanger  thej  health  or  welfare  of  persons.  The 
enforcement  process  is  then,  by  reason  of  the  wording  of  the  present 
law,  intrinsically  slow,  expensive,  and  far  less  efficient  than  possible. 

The  bill  amends  existing  law  by  extending  the  authority  for  Federal 
abatement  enforcement  action  to  the  pollution  of  any  navigable  waters 
(including  coastal  waters)  which  endanger  the  health  and  welfare  of 
any  persons. 
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Enforcement  procedures 

The  bill  makes  a  number  of  changes  in  existing  law  relating  to  pro¬ 
cedures  in  initiating  and  carrying  out  Federal  enforcement  actions. 
First,  in  addition  to  requests  from  a  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  or  the  Governor  of  any  State  to  initiate  action,  as  provided 
in  existing  law,  the  Federal  Government  would  be  required  to  enter 
a  case  if  a  municipality,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  State,  requests 
such  action. 

Second,  the  bill  makes  Federal  enforcement  procedures  available 
not  only  in  cases  where  the  pollution  discharge  crosses  State  lines, 
but  also  whenever  there  is  pollution  affecting  legitimate  uses  of  the 
water  of  any  navigable  stream  whether  or  not  there  is  interstate 
pollution.  Federal  jurisdiction  in  intrastate  pollution  situations,  how¬ 
ever,  would  be  exercised  only  upon  request  from  the  State  or  from  a 
municipality  with  the  concurrence  of  the  State.  No  direct  Federal 
action  can  be  initiated  in  such  a  case  without  such  a  request  being 
made  by  the  affected  State. 

Third,  the  bill  clarifies  and  strengthens  the  role  of  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in  the  enforcement  process  by  pro¬ 
viding  that  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  hearing  boards 
shall  be  the  Secretary’s  findings  and  recommendations,  except  to  the 
extent  modified  by  him  and  authorizing  him  to  issue  an  order  (instead 
of  a  notice)  based  on  his  findings  and  recommendations  for  abatement 
of  any  pollution  found  to  exist.  To  afford  adequate  protection  for 
the  parties  in  interest,  provision  is  made  in  the  bill  for  an  appeal 
from  the  Secretary’s  order  to  be  taken  within  60  days  to  the  U.S. 
court  of  appeals.  (If  such  appeal  is  not  taken  the  order  shall  be  final.) 

Fourth,  if  action  reasonably  calculated  to  carry  out  the  Secretary’s 
order  is  not  taken,  he  could  request  the  Attorney  General  to  bring 
a  civil  action  in  the  U.S.  district  court  to  enforce  any  order  issued  by 
him  or,  after  appeal,  by  a  U.S.  court  of  appeals.  Existing  law  requires 
State  consent  to  any  Federal  court  action  necessary  to  obtain  an  order 
to  carry  out  the  Secretary’s  recommendations.  No  such  consent  is 
required  under  the  new  procedures  since  the  purpose  of  Federal  court 
action  under  the  bill  is  to  obtain  enforcement  of  either  the  Secretary’s 
final  order  or  an  order  of  the  court  of  appeals  following  an  appeal 
from  the  Secretary’s  order.  It  is  the  hope  of  the  committee  that 
State  water  pollution  control  agencies  will  be  consulted  in  all  phases 
of  the  enforcement  proceedings,  including  issuance  of  final  orders,  in 
order  to  assure  the  continuance  of  close  Federal-State  relations  in 
this  field. 

Discharges  from  Federal  installations 

The  bill  amends  existing  law  to  provide  that  summaries  of  confer¬ 
ences  prepared  as  a  result  of  an  enforcement  action  shall  include 
references  to  discharges  from  Federal  installations  and  that  notices  of 
hearings  pursuant  to  the  enforcement  section  shall  be  sent  to  F ederal 
agencies  having  jurisdiction  over  any  Federal  property  involved  and 
that  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  hearing  board  shall  also 
include  references  to  discharges  from  Federal  property  which  are  con¬ 
tributing  to  pollution  found  by  the  hearing  boards. 


10  FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS 


CONSTITUTIONAL  POWER  OF  CONGRESS  TO  PROTECT  NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

AGAINST  POLLUTION 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  jurisdiction  of  Congress  over  waters  capable 
of  use  as  highways  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  which  is  derived 
from  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution,  extends  as  well  to 
intrastate  {The  Daniel  Ball,  10  Wall.  557,  563  (U.S.  1870);  Ex  Parte 
Boyer,  109  U.S.  629  (1883);  The  Katie,  40  F.  480,  489  (1889))  as  to 
interstate  waters  {Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat.  1,  197  (1824)).  The 
power  to  regulate  commerce  necessarily  embraces  all  matters  pertain¬ 
ing  to  navigation  on  such  waters  but  is  not  limited  to  navigation. 
As  the  Supreme  Court  declared  in  Gilman  v.  Philadelphia  (3  Wall. 
713,  724  (U.S.  1865)): 

Commerce  includes  navigation.  The  power  to  regulate 
commerce  comprehends  the  control  for  that  purpose,  and 
to  the  extent  necessary,  of  all  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  which  are  accessible  from  a  State  other  than 
those  in  which  they  lie.  For  this  purpose  they  are  the 
public  property  of  the  Nation,  and  subject  to  all  the  requisite 
legislation  by  Congress. 

Congress  and  the  courts  have  long  assumed  that  as  “public  property 
of  the  Nation”  the  quality  of  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States 
is  within  the  protection  of  the  Congress.  For  over  61  years  the 
pollution  of  navigable  waters  by  refuse  has  been  prohibited  by  section 
1 3 1  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1899  (33  U.S.C.  407)  without 
regard  to  its  effect  on  navigation.  That  section  prohibits,  among, 
other  things,  the  discharge  or  deposit  into  any  navigable  waters  of 
the  United  States  of — - 

any  refuse  matter  of  any  kind  or  description  whatever  other 
than  that  flowing  from  streets  and  sewers  and  passing  there¬ 
from  in  a  liquid  state. 

The  power  of  Congress  to  protect  such  waters  against  pollution 
was  early  upheld  in  Scow  No.  36  (144  F.  932  (1906))  where  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals,  First  Circuit,  declared  (p.  934) : 

The  power  of  the  Federal  Government  over  the  navigable 
waters  of  its  ocean  harbors  is  absolute,  general,  and  without 
limitations,  except  such  as  are  prescribed  in  the  Constitution; 
and,  in  the  exercise  of  such  power  in  the  interest  of  and  for  the 
protection  of  commerce,  it  may  well  prescribe  the  manner  in 
which  the  harbors  shall  be  used;  and,  in  the  interest  of  sani¬ 
tation  and  health,  and  of  the  general  welfare,  it  may  well 
protect  its  public  waters  from  pollution. 

Thirty  years  later,  this  authority  was  reaffirmed  by  the  U.S.  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circuit,  in  La  Merced  (84  F.  2d  444,  446 
(1936))  where  it  said: 

“*  *  *  [W]e  see  no  reason  for  limiting  ‘refuse  matter  of 
any  kind  or  description  whatever’  to  such  refuse  matter  only 
as  would  impede  or  obstruct  navigation.”  To  the  same 
effect  United  States  v.  Ballard  Oil  Co.  oj  Hartford,  Inc.  (195 
F.  2d  369  (1952)). 
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United  States  v.  Appalachian  Electric  Power  Co.  (1940)  (311  U.S. 
377)  dispelled  any  doubts  as  to  the  authority  of  Congress  to  exercise 
its  jurisdiction  over  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  for  objects 
not  related  to  the  protection  of  navigation.  There  the  Court  con¬ 
sidered,  among  other  issues,  the  authority  of  Congress  to  require,  as 
a  condition  to  a  Federal  license  for  the  erection  of  a  dam  for  power 
only,  in  waters  under  its  jurisdiction,  compliance  with  provisions  not 
essential  to  or  even  concerned  with  navigation  as  such.  Rejecting 
the  argument  that  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  the  use  of  the 
waters  is  limited  to  navigation,  the  Court  upheld  the  plenary  power 
of  the  Congress  over  navigable  waters  in  broad  terms,  declaring 
(pp.  426-427): 

In  our  view,  it  cannot  properly  be  said  that  the  constitu¬ 
tional  power  of  the  United  States  over  its  waters  is  limited 
to  control  for  navigation.  By  navigation  respondent  means 
no  more  than  operation  of  boats  and  improvement  of  the 
waterway  itself.  In  truth  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
is  the  regulation  of  commerce  on  its  waters.  Navigability, 
in  the  sense  just  stated,  is  but  a  part  of  this  whole.  Flood 
protection,  watershed  development,  recovery  of  the  cost  of 
improvements  through  utilization  of  power  are  likewise 
parts  of  commerce  control  *  *  *.  That  authority  is  as 
broad  as  the  needs  of  commerce  *  *  *.  The  license  condi¬ 
tions  to  which  objection  is  made  have  an  obvious  relation¬ 
ship  to  the  exercise  of  the  commerce  power.  Even  if  there 
were  no  such  relationship  the  plenary  power  of  Congress 
over  navigable  waters  would  empower  it  to  deny  the  privilege 
of  constructing  an  obstruction  in  those  waters.  It  is  no 
objection  to  the  terms  and  to  the  exertion  of  the  power  that 
“its  exercise  is  attended  by  the  same  incidents  which  attend 
the  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  States.”  The  con¬ 
gressional  authority  under  the  commerce  clause  is  complete 
unless  limited  by  the  fifth  amendment. 

If,  in  the  general  interest  of  protecting  and  promoting  commerce, 
flood  control  and  watershed  development  are  legitimate  concerns  of 
Congress,  as  the  Court  has  said,  the  protection  of  navigable  waters 
against  pollution  which,  as  held  in  Scow  No.  36,  supra,  is  “in  the 
interest  of  sanitation  and  health,  and  of  the  general  welfare,”  seems 
quite  clearly  to  be  within  the  domain  of  congressional  control. 

PROCEDURES  SUBJECT  TO  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEDURE  ACT 

It  is  the  committee’s  view  that  the  hearing  process  under  the  bill 
is  plainly  subject  to  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1006, 
1007).  The  proceedings  would  constitute  “adjudication”  within  the 
meaning  of  that  act,  but  the  result  would  be  the  same  even  if  they 
were  considered  “rulemaking,”  since  in  either  case  sections  7  and  8 
are  applicable  when  there  is  a  requirement  that  the  administrative 
action  be  based  on  the  record  after  opportunity  for  an  agency  hearing 
(5  U.S.C.  1003,  1004).  The  bill  expressly  requires  that  findings  by 
the  hearing  board  be  based  on  the  evidence  presented  at  the  hearing, 
and  this  language  brings  the  procedure  squarely  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act. 
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Among  the  purposes  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  is  assur¬ 
ance  that  the  requirements  of  fairness  will  he  met,  from  the  beginning 
to  the  end  of  administrative  proceedings.  Section  8  (5  U.S.C.  1007) 
specifically  requires  that,  upon  a  decision  by  subordinate  officers  or 
upon  a  review  of  that  decision  by  the  agency,  the  parties  must  be 
afforded  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  submit  for  the  consideration  of 
the  deciding  officers  proposed  findings  and  conclusions  or  exceptions 
to  the  decisions,  with  supporting  reasons.  These  provisions  were 
undoubtedly  designed  to  preclude  action,  at  any  stage  of  the  proceed¬ 
ing,  without  adequate  notice  to  parties  affected  and  opportunity  for 
them  to  be  heard,  and  to  import  into  administrative  procedures  the 
requirement  that  those  who  are  brought  into  contest  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  a  quasi -judicial  proceeding  aimed  at  the  control  of  their 
activities  are  entitled  to  be  fairly  advised  of  what  the  Government 
proposes  and  to  be  heard  upon  its  proposals  before  it  issues  its  final 
command. 

The  bill  expressly  requires  the  Secretary,  like  the  hearing  board,  to 
act  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  at  the  hearing.  These 
procedures  were  developed  carefully  after  consultation  with  Depart¬ 
ment  officials  and  others.  They  are  identical,  in  all  major  respects, 
to  recommendations  contained  in  proposed  legislation  submitted  to 
Congress  and  this  committee  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  in  May  1960,  and  again  on  January  18,  1961.  The 
present  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  also  ap¬ 
proved  these  procedures. 

STATE  MATCHING  GRANTS 

The  suggestion  has  been  made  that  increased  Federal  grant  alloca¬ 
tions  for  treatment-plant  construction  authorized  by  this  bill  be  made 
only  to  those  States  providing  financial  assistance  for  such  construc¬ 
tion  to  the  local  communities  located  within  the  State.  The  principle 
of  State  matching  has  worked  well  in  other  programs  but  unfortunately 
experience  has  shown  that  the  States  have  never  exhibited  a  willing¬ 
ness  to  provide  meaningful  financial  assistance  to  local  communities 
for  treatment-plant  construction. 

The  seriousness  of  the  Nation’s  water  pollution  problem  makes  it 
imperative  that  the  Federal  Government  move  as  rapidly  as  possible 
in  helping  to  solve  what  has  become  more  than  a  local  or  State  problem. 
The  lack  of  adequate  treatment  facilities,  both  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial,  is  nationwide  and  is  the  primary  cause  of  the  overall  pollution 
problem.  To  stimulate  construction  of  municipal  waste  treatment 
plants  as  rapidly  as  possible  the  present  grant  program  was  enacted, 
not  requiring  State  financial  participation,  but  requiring  only  that  the 
local  community  qualifying  for  the  grant  be  able  to  finance  the  non- 
Federal  share  of  the  cost. 

Since  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  660  five  States— Maine,  Ver¬ 
mont,  New  Hampshire,  Maryland,  and  Georgia — have  initiated 
financial  assistance  programs  predicated  on  the  Federal  program. 
These  States  are  to  be  commended  for  their  foresight  and  willingness 
to  participate  in  a  true  Federal-State-local  partnership.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  other  States  will  in  the  future  enact  similar  pro¬ 
grams,  thereby  further  stimulating  the  construction  of  waste-treat¬ 
ment  facilities.  The  committee  does  not,  however,  see  any  good 
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coming  from  the  denial  of  the  increased  funds  provided  in  this  bill  to 
a  community  merely  because  the  State  in  which  that  community  is 
located  does  not  provide  similar  financial  assistance.  Whether  or  not 
the  Federal  Government  should  meet  its  national  responsibilities 
cannot  be  predicated  on  whether  State  governments  are  meeting  their 
State  responsibilities. 

The  existing  program  has  worked  well.  The  suggestion  to  require 
State  matching  funds  before  increased  Federal  assistance  as  provided 
in  this  bill  could  be  made  available  would  delay  the  steady  progress 
being  made.  The  effect  of  such  a  suggestion  would  be  to  negate  the 
purpose  of  the  additional  grant  funds  authorized  by  this  bill. 

ACID-MINE  DRAINAGE  STUDY 

The  problem  of  acid-mine  drainage  from  abandoned  coal  mines 
was  brought  to  the  committee’s  attention  during  public  hearings. 
In  many  areas  of  the  country  this  has  been  causing  an  increasingly 
serious  pollution  problem.  It  is  particularly  acute  in  the  States  of 
West  Virginia,  Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  Kentucky,  Indiana,  and  Illinois. 

The  annual  discharge  of  millions  of  tons  of  chemically  polluted  water 
from  the  thousands  of  abandoned  coal  mines  in  these  and  other  coal- 
producing  States  causes  untold  damage  to  domestic  and  industrial 
water  supplies,  adversely  affects  recreation  and  tourist  facilities,  and 
impairs  the  operation  of  steamboats,  barges,  powerplants,  and  river 
and  harbor  structures. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  first  and  most  urgent  requirement 
is  for  an  expeditious  and  comprehensive  study  of  the  nature  and 
scope  of  the  problem  as  well  as  a  feasibility  survey  of  various  pro¬ 
posed  solutions. 

Under  existing  provisions  of  laAV  authorizing  the  carrying  out  of 
investigations  and  studies  relating  to  the  causes,  control,  and  pre¬ 
vention  of  water  pollution,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  should  undertake  such  a  study  relating  to  pollution  caused 
by  acid-mine  drainage  from  abandoned  coal  mines  and  report  to 
the  committee  within  a  year  with  recommendations  for  appropriate 
action. 
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STATE  ALLOTMENTS 


Following  is  a  table  showing  approximate  apportionments  of  con¬ 
struction  grant  funds  under  H.R.  6441  and  existing  authorization: 

Water  pollution  control  construction  grant  program 


State  allotments  based  on 
appropriation  of — 

(  $50,000,000 

$100,000,000 

Total _ 

<  (under  exist- 

(under 

1  ing  law) 

H.R.  6441) 

Alabama _ 

1, 122, 100 

2, 244, 200 

Alaska.  _ 

423, 725 

847, 450 

Arizona  . . . 

591,  750 

1,183,500 

Arkansas _ 

1,011,250 

2, 022,  500 

California _ _ 

2,  045,  725 

4,  091,  450 

Colorado _ 

633, 025 

1,266,050 

Connecticut _ 

620,  200 

1,240,  400 

Delaware...  . 

338, 150 

676,  300 

District  of  Columbia. 

454,  500 

909, 000 

Florida _ 

899, 700 

1,799,  400 

Georgia  _ _ _ 

1, 123,  275 

2,  246,  550 

Hawaii _ _ 

522,  850 

1,045,  700 

Idaho  ._  .  _ 

591,  925 

1,183, 850 

Illinois _ 

1,  751,  125 

3,  502,  250 

Indiana  _ _ 

1,  040,  825 

2,  081,650 

Iowa _ 

896,  425 

1,792,  850 

Kansas _ 

764,  950 

1,  529,  900 

Kentucky . . 

1,072,  475 

2,144,950 

Lousiana _ 

975, 100 

1,  950,  200 

Maine  ..  _ 

631,  725 

1,263,450 

Maryland..  .  _ _ 

760, 125 

1,520,  250 

Massachusetts _ 

1, 117,725 

2,  235,  450 

Michigan _ 

1,403,  175 

2,  806,  350 

Minnesota _  . 

928, 000 

1.856,000 

Mississippi _ 

1, 166,  500 

2,  333,  000 

State  allotments  based  on 
appropriation  of — 

Missouri  _ 

$1,061, 125 

$2, 122,  250 

Montana _ 

516, 425 

1,032,  850 

Nebraska _ 

686, 650 

1, 373, 300 

Nevada _ _ _ 

355,  525 

711,050 

New  Hampshire _ 

525,  775 

1,051,550 

New  Jersey _ 

1, 113,800 

2,  227,  600 

New  Mexico _ _ 

614,  275 

1, 228,  550 

New  York...  ...  .. 

2,  735,  600 

5,471,200 

North  Carolina _ 

1,261,125 

2,  522,  250 

North  Dakota _ 

661,  375 

1,  322,  750 

Ohio.  . . . 

1,655,  825 

3, 311, 650 

Oklahoma _ 

863,  450 

1,726,900 

Oregon _  _ 

661,  250 

1,322,  500 

Pennsylvania  _ 

2,  099,  250 

4, 198,  500 

Rhode  Island _  .. 

525, 425 

1, 050, 850 

South  Carolina _ 

1,  023,  850 

2,  047,  700 

South  Dakota . . 

680, 700 

1,361,400 

Tennessee _ 

1, 124,  075 

2,  248, 150 

Texas.  _ 

1,  713,  575 

3,  427, 150 

Utah _ 

596,  600 

1, 193,  200 

Vermont _ _ 

548,  650 

1,097,  300 

Virginia _ 

1, 024,  725 

2,  049, 450 

Washington _ 

769,  700 

1,  539,  400 

West  Virginia _ 

871,450 

1,  742,  900 

Wisconsin _ 

981, 850 

1, 963,  700 

Wyoming _ 

453,  825 

907,  650 

Puerto  Rico _ 

1, 171,675 

2, 343,  350 

Virgin  Islands _ 

816, 125 

1,632, 250 

SECTION-BY-SECTION  SUMMARY  OF  THE  BILL  AS  REPORTED 

Section  1.  Administration  and  States  rights 

Subsection  (a)  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  shall  administer  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed 
as  impairing  or  in  any  manner  affecting  any  right  or  jurisdiction  of 
the  States  with  respect  to  the  waters  of  such  States,  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  the  power,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of  such  States 
to  enforce  State  water  pollution  control  laws  and  regulations. 

Section  2.  Research 

Subsection  (a)  eliminates  the  $100,000  per  year  limit  on  appropria¬ 
tions  for  pollution  control  advance  study  research  fellowships. 

Subsection  (b)  directs  the  Secretary  to  establish,  equip,  and  main¬ 
tain  field  laboratory  and  research  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  one  to  be  located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the  United  States, 
one  in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the 
southwestern  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one  in  the  State 
of  Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of  research,  investigations,  experiments, 
field  demonstrations  and  studies,  and  training  relating  to  the  pre¬ 
vention  and  control  of  water  pollution.  Insofar  as  practicable,  each 
such  facility  shall  be  located  near  institutions  of  higher  learning  in 
which  graduate  training  in  such  research  might  be  carried  out.  In 
addition,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  conduct  research  and  technical 
development  work,  and  make  studies,  with  respect  to  the  quality  of 
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the  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  an  analysis  of  the  present 
and  projected  future  water  quality  of  the  Great  Lakes  under  varying 
conditions  of  waste  treatment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  of  the 
water  quality  needs  of  those  to  he  served  by  such  waters,  an  evalua¬ 
tion  of  municipal,  industrial,  and  vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal 
practices  with  respect  to  such  waters,  and  a  study  of  alternate  means 
of  solving  water  pollution  problems  (including  additional  waste  treat¬ 
ment  measures)  with  respect  to  such  waters. 

Section  3.  State  ■program  grants 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  increased  grants  to  State  and  interstate 
water  pollution  control  agencies  for  the  operation  of  their  programs 
from  $3  million  to  $5  million  and  extends  such  authorization  through 
June  30,  1971. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  State  programs  submitted  pursuant 
to  this  act  set  forth  the  criteria  used  by  the  State  in  determining 
priority  of  projects  for  construction  grants. 

Section  J.  Waste  treatment  plant  construction  grants 

Subsection  (a)  provides  that  no  construction  grant  shall  be  made 
for  any  project  in  an  amount  exceeding  whichever  of  the  following 
is  the  smaller:  (a)  $800,000,  or  (6)  the  total  of  30  percent  of  the  first 
$1  million  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  project  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  plus  15  percent  of  the  next  $2  million  of  such  cost,  plus  10 
percent  of  the  remainder  of  such  cost.  The  grantee  must  agree  to 
pay  the  remaining  cost.  In  the  case  of  a  project  serving  more  than 
one  municipality,  each  municipality  to  be  served  by  such  project 
shall  be  eligible  for  a  grant  based  on  its  share  of  the  estimated  reasona¬ 
ble  cost  of  such  project,  and  the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  determined, 
or  $2,400,000,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  shall  be  the  maximum  amount 
of  the  grant  which  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  a  joint  project. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  no  construction  grant  shall  be  made 
in  any  State  in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000  until  a  grant,  has  been 
made  to  each  project  for  which  an  application  was  filed  with  the 
appropriate  State  water  pollution  control  agency  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  legislation. 

Subsection  (c)  provides  for  reallocation  of  construction  grant  funds 
of  a  State  that  are  not  obligated  for  the  construction  of  approved 
projects  within  18  months.  These  funds  would  then  be  reallotted  to 
States  which  are  in  a  position  to  go  forward  with  approved  projects. 

Subsection  (d)  increases  the  authorization  of  appropriations  for 
waste  treatment  works  construction  grants  from  $50  million  to  $100 
million  annually  and  the  total  aggregate  authorization  from  $500 
million  to  $1  billion. 

Subsection  (e)  would  make  the  provisions  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
applicable  to  projects  awarded  construction  grants  under  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

Section  5.  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board 

Subsection  (a)  continues  the  existing  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Advisory  Board  and  names  as  its  chairman  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  or  his  designee. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  the  term  of  any  Advisory  Board  mem¬ 
ber,  normally  expiring  after  3  years,  shall  be  extended  until  the  date 
on  which  his  successor’s  appointment  is  effective. 

H.  Rept.  306,  87-1 - 3 
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Section  6.  Enforcement  measures  against  'pollution  oj  navigable  waters 

(a)  Tlie  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which  endangers  the  health 
or  welfare  of  any  persons  is  made  subject  to  abatement. 

(b)  State  and  interstate  action  to  abate  pollution  is  encouraged  and 
shall  not  be  displaced  by  Federal  action  except  as  otherwise  provided. 

(c)  A  conference,  initiating  Federal  enforcement  procedures,  must 
be  called — 

(1)  Upon  request  of  a  State  or  municipality  with  State  con¬ 
currence  when  the  pollution  endangers  the  health  or  welfare  of 
persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  origi¬ 
nates. 

(2)  Whenever,  on  the  basis  of  reports,  surveys,  and  studies,  the 
Secretary  has  reason  to  believe  that  such  interstate  pollution  is 
occurring. 

(3)  Upon  request  of  a  State  or  municipality  with  State  con¬ 
currence  when  the  pollution  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare 
of  persons  only  in  the  requesting  State,  unless,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Secretary,  the  effect  of  such  intrastate  pollution  is  not  of 
such  significance  to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction. 

(d)  If  the  Secretary  believes,  upon  the  conclusion  of  the  conference 
or  thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward  abatement  of  such 
pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that  the  health  or  welfare  of  any 
persons  is  being  endangered,  he  shall  recommend  to  the  appropriate 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  that  it  take  necessary  remedial 
action.  The  Secretary  shall  allow  at  least  6  months  from  the  date 
he  makes  such  recommendations  for  the  taking  of  such  recommended 
action. 

(e)  If,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  period  so  allowed,  such  remedial 
action  is  not  taken  or  action  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  is 
reasonably  calculated  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not 
taken,  the  Secretary  shall  call  a  public  hearing,  to  be  held  in  or  near 
one  or  more  of  the  places  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing 
or  contributing  to  such  pollution  originated,  before  a  hearing  board 
of  five  or  more  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  Each  State  in 
which  any  discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution  origi¬ 
nates  and  each  State  claiming  to  be  adversely  affected  by  such  pollu¬ 
tion  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to  select  one  member  of  the  hearing 
board  and  at  least  one  member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce,  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the  hearing  board 
shall  be  persons  other  than  officers  or  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  At  least  3  weeks'  prior  notice  of 
such  hearing  shall  be  given  to  the  State  water  pollution  control  agencies 
and  interstate  agencies,  if  an}7,  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hearing 
and  the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters.  On  the  basis  of  the  evidence 
presented  at  such  hearing,  the  hearing  board  shall  make  findings  as 
to  whether  pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  is  occurring  and 
whether  effective  progress  toward  abatement  thereof  is  being  made. 
If  the  hearing  board  finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and  effective 
progress  toward  abatement  is  not  being  made  it  shall  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Secretary  concerning  the  measures,  if  any,  which 
it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  secure  abatement  of  such 
pollution.  Such  findings  and  recommendations  shall  be  the  findings 
and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  except  to  the  extent,  on  the 
basis  of  the  evidence  at  such  hearing,  he  believes  additional  or  different 
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findings  or  recommendations  are  warranted.  The  Secretary  shall 
send  liis  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  person  or  persons 
discharging  any  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution, 
together  with  an  order  specking  a  reasonable  time,  but  not  less  than 
6  months  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  such  order,  to  secure  abatement 
of  such  pollution  in  accordance  with  such  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions.  Such  order  shall  become  final  on  the  60th  day  after  the  date 
of  its  issuance  unless  an  appeal  is  taken.  The  Secretary  shall  also 
send  a  copy  of  such  findings  and  recommendations  and  such  order  to 
the  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if  any, 
attending  the  hearings  as  a  party  of  record. 

(f)  An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  any  such  order  of  the  Secretary 
by  airy  person  who  has  been  made  subject  to  such  order  to  the  U.S. 
court  of  appeals  for  the  circuit  in  which  any  discharge  or  discharges 
causing  or  contributing  to  the  pollution  subject  to  abatement  by  such 
order  originates  by  filing  with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal  within 
60  days  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  order.  The  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  shall  attach  upon  the  filing  of  such  notice.  A  copy  of  such 
notice  shall  forthwith  be  transmitted  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  the 
Secretary  or  any  officer  designated  by  him  for  that  purpose  and  to 
any  other  person  who  received  a  copy  of  the  Secretary’s  order.  The 
Secretary  shall  thereupon  file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
before  the  hearing  board  as  provided  in  section  2112  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  together  with  his  findings  of  fact  and  recom¬ 
mendations.  Such  findings  of  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  sub¬ 
stantial  evidence  when  considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole,  shall  be 
conclusive,  but  the  court  for  good  cause  shown  may  remand  the  case 
to  the  Secretary  for  the  taking  of  additional  evidence  in  such  manner 
and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  court  may  deem  proper. 
The  Secretary  may  thereupon  make  or  cause  to  be  made  new  or 
modified  findings  of  fact  and  recommendations,  and  he  shall  file  with 
the  court  the  record  of  such  further  proceedings,  the  new  or  modified 
findings  and  recommendations,  and  his  recommendations,  if  any,  for 
the  setting  aside  or  modification  of  his  original  order.  Such  new  or 
modified  findings  shall  likewise  be  conclusive  if  supported  by  substan¬ 
tial  evidence  when  considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole. 

(g)  Upon  the  basis  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings  filed  with  it, 
the  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enter  an  order  affirming  or  setting 
aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  order  of  the  Secretary.  The  judgment 
of  the  court  shall  be  final,  subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  upon  certiorari  or  certification  as  provided  in  section 
1254  of  title  28  of  the  United  States  Code. 

(h)  The  U.S.  district  courts  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  any  civil 
action  brought  by  the  Attorney  General  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary 
to  enforce  any  order  issued  under  this  section  by  the  Secretary,  or 
by  a  U.  S.  court  of  appeals. 

(i)  Members  of  any  hearing  board  appointed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(e)  who  are  not  regular  full-time  officers  or  employees  of  the  United 
States  shall,  while  participating  in  the  hearing  conducted  by  such 
board  or  otherwise  engaged  on  the  work  of  such  board,  receive  com¬ 
pensation  at  a  rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100 
per  diem,  including  travel  time,  and  while  away  from  their  homes  or 
regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law  (5 
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U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the  Government  service  employed 
intermittently. 

(j)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “person”  includes  an  individual, 
corporation,  partnership,  association,  State,  municipality,  and  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  of  a  State. 

(k)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “municipality”  means  a  city, 
town,  borough,  county,  parish,  district,  or  other  public  body  created 
by  or  pursuant  to  State  law. 

Section  7.  Discharges  from  Federal  installations 

This  section  provides  that  in  his  summary  of  any  conference 
pursuant  to  section  8(c)(3)  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  shall  include 
references  to  any  discharges  allegedly  contributing  to  pollution  from 
any  Federal  property.  Notice  of  any  hearing  pursuant  to  section  8(e) 
involving  any  pollution  alleged  to  be  effected  by  any  such  discharges 
shall  also  be  given  to  the  Federal  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
property  involved  and  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  hear¬ 
ing  board  conducting  such  hearing  shall  also  include  references  to  any 
such  discharges  which  are  contributing  to  the  pollution  found  by  such 
hearing  board. 

Section  8.  Definitions 

This  section  redefines  the  terms  “State”  and  “interstate  waters”  as 
follows: 

The  term  “State”  means  a  State,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

The  term  “interstate  waters”  means  all  rivers,  lakes,  and  other 
waters  that  flow  across  or  form  a  part  of  State  boundaries,  including 
coastal  waters. 

Section  9.  Savings  clause 

This  section  provides  that  abatement  procedures  in  effect  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  act  are  to  continue  to  be  applicable  to  abatement 
action  underway  before  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

Section  10.  Short  title 

This  section  provides  that  the  bill  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961.” 


MINORITY  VIEWS  ON  H.R.  6441 


We,  the  undersigned  members  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
are  strongly  in  favor  of  water  conservation  and  the  prevention  of 
water  pollution;  however,  we  feel  that  this  bill  does  not  give  proper 
recognition  to  the  responsibilities  of  the  States  to  participate,  along 
with  the  Federal  Government  and  municipalities,  in  the  costs  of  con¬ 
struction  of  necessary  sewage  and  waste  treatment  works;  that  it 
imposes  unwarranted  obligation  upon  the  Federal  Government  to 
finance  the  construction  of  facilities  which  are  the  primary  respon¬ 
sibility  of  State  and  local  governments;  and  that  the  responsibilities 
and  interests  of  the  States  are  abrogated  beyond  reason  or  necessity 
by  the  new  Federal  enforcement  measures  to  secure  abatement  of 
pollution. 

GRANTS  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  OF  WASTE  TREATMENT  WORKS 

Public  Law  660,  84th  Congress,  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $50 
million  for  each  fiscal  year,  not  to  exceed  an  aggregate  of  $500  million, 
of  which  total  sum  $232,473,000  has  been  appropriated  for  fiscal 
years  1957  through  1961,  for  the  purpose  of  making  grants  to  any 
State,  municipality,  or  intermunicipal  or  interstate  agency  for  the 
construction  of  necessary  treatment  works  to  prevent  the  discharge 
of  untreated  or  inadequately  treated  sewage  or  other  waste  into  any 
waters.  H.R.  6441  would  increase  this  authorization  to  $100  million 
for  each  fiscal  year,  not  to  exceed  an  aggregate  of  $1  billion. 

We  found  no  indication  that  municipalities,  or  the  States,  gen¬ 
erally  are  unable  to  finance  the  costs  of  constructing  waste  treatment 
works.  The  problem  appears  to  be  primarily  one  of  the  priority 
assigned  by  municipalities  to  the  construction  of  sewage  treatment 
works  in  their  capital  financing  program  and  the  reluctance  of  most 
States  to  assume  any  responsibility  for  the  construction  of  treatment 
works.  Justification  for  Federal  construction  grants  in  this  field 
would,  therefore,  appear  to  rest  primarily  on  their  value  as  incentives 
to  accelerate  needed  construction  and  to  motivate  the  States  to  recog¬ 
nize  and  accept  their  rightful  responsibility  therefor,  rather  than  on 
a  concept  of  financial  aid  to  equalize  the  financial  abilities  of  munici¬ 
palities  and  States  generally. 

No  provision  is  made  in  existing  law  or  in  H.R.  6441  for  the  States 
to  share  in  financing  the  construction  grant  program.  We  believe 
that  the  States  have  a  primary  responsibility  in  this  area;  however, 
only  five  States  (Maryland,  Maine,  Vermont  New  Hampshire,  and 
Georgia)  have  grant  programs  of  an  applicable  type  in  operation  at 
this  time. 

There  was  evidence  before  the  committee  that  5,127  communities 
serving  42  million  people  now  require  sewage  treatment  plants,  plant 
enlargement,  or  additional  treatment,  with  the  total  estimated  cost 
of  such  backlog  municipal  waste  treatment  needs  being  in  excess  of 
$2  billion.  Calculations  by  the  Public  Health  Service  indicate  that 
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the  elimination  of  this  backlog  in  10  years,  together  with  needs  im¬ 
posed  by  population  growths  and  obsolescence  of  existing  works,  will 
require  an  average  annual  expenditure  of  $600  million,  or  a  total  of 
$6  billion.  If  this  urgent  need  for  treatment  works  is  to  be  met,  it 
is  essential  that  the  States  participate  in  the  costs  of  providing  essential 
treatment  facilities. 

There  was  convincing  testimony  before  the  committee  that  sub¬ 
sidized  sewage  treatment  plant  construction  under  the  Federal  grant 
program  has  tended  merely  to  displace  unsubsidized  construction,  and 
that  rather  than  stimulating  construction  of  treatment  plants  the 
Federal  grant  program  has  created  a  sprag  and  slowdown  in  the 
previous  rise  in  municipal  expenditures  for  unsubsidized  sewage 
treatment  plants  since  communities  stand  in  line  and  wait  for  their 
grants,  and  there  isn’t  enough  Federal  money  to  go  around. 

An  increase  in  the  Federal  grants,  without  any  requirement  for 
State  matching,  will  merely  create  an  additional  displacement  of  un¬ 
subsidized  construction  and  will  further  tend  to  hold  back  rather  than 
stimulate  pollution  control  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  States  and 
municipalities  themselves,  by  promoting  the  decline  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  sewage  treatment  works  independent  of  Federal  grants. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  clearly  expressed  the  fallacy  of 
such  legislation  in  his  message  (Document  No.  346,  86th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.)  disapproving  a  similar  bill  (H.R.  3610)  enacted  by  the  86th 
Congress,  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to 
increase  the  annual  authorizations  for  treatment  plant  construction 
grants  from  $50  million  to  $90  million,  and  to  increase  the  aggregate 
from  $500  million  to  $900  million. 

The  President  said: 

Because  water  pollution  is  a  uniquely  local  blight,  primary 
responsibility  for  solving  the  problem  lies  not  with  the 
Federal  Government  but  rather  must  be  assumed  and  exer¬ 
cized,  as  it  has  been,  by  States  and  local  governments.  This 
being  so,  the  defects  of  H.R.  3610  are  apparent.  By  holding 
forth  the  promise  of  a  large-scale  program  of  long-term 
Federal  support,  it  would  tempt  municipalities  to  delay 
essential  water  pollution  abatement  efforts  while  they  waited 
for  Federal  funds. 

The  rivers  and  streams  of  our  country  are  a  priceless 
national  asset.  I  accordingly,  favor  wholeheartedly  ap¬ 
propriate  Federal  cooperation  with  States  and  localities  in 
cleaning  up  the  Nation’s  waters  and  in  keeping  them  clean. 

This  administration  from  the  beginning  has  strongly  sup¬ 
ported  a  sound  Federal  water  pollution  control  program. 

It  has  always  insisted,  however,  that  the  principal  responsi¬ 
bility  for  protecting  the  quality  of  our  waters  must  be 
exercised  where  it  naturally  reposes — at  the  local  level. 

Polluted  water  is  a  threat  to  the  health  and  well-being 
of  all  our  citizens.  Yet,  pollution  and  its  correction  are  so 
closely  involved  with  local  industrial  processes  and  with 
public  water  supply  and  sewage  treatment,  that  the  problem 
can  be  successfully  met  only  if  State  and  local  governments 
and  industry  assume  the  major  responsibility  for  cleaning  up 
the  Nation’s  rivers  and  streams. 
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The  Federal  Government  can  help,  but  it  should  stimulate 
State  and  local  action  rather  than  provide  excuses  for  inac¬ 
tion — which  an  expanded  program  under  H.R.  3610  would 
do. 

The  House  of  Representatives  agreed  with  the  President  and 
sus tamed  his  veto  of  the  bill. 

These  objectionable  features  arc  now  back  in  H.R.  6441.  In  fact 
this  bill  is  even  worse,  for  it  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  larger 
sums  than  the  bill  vetoed  last  year. 

Furthermore,  H.R.  6441  would  double  the  present  authorization 
for  construction  grants  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  Federal  loans  and 
grants  are  made  available  for  the  construction  oj  sewage  treatment  plants 
through  other  Federal  programs. 

The  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  through  the  Community 
Facilities  Administration,  makes  loans  of  Federal  funds  for  periods, 
up  to  40  years  for  the  full  cost  of  construction  of  public  facilities, 
including  sewage-treatment  plants,  and  has  made  such  loans  since 
1955.  These  loans  are  made  from  a  $150  million  revolving  fund,  which 
now  has  an  obligated  balance  of  approximately  $57  million.  Ob¬ 
viously,  if  a  municipality  can  have  a  gift,  rather  than  a  loan,  of 
Federal  funds  it  will  take  the  former.  The  declining  attractiveness'of 
Federal  loans  for  the  construction  of  community  facilities  is  reflected 
in  a  form  letter  sent  out  this  past  February  by  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Agency  to  solicit  community  applications  for  loans,  the  body 
of  which  letter  is  quoted,  as  follows: 

Not  too  long  ago  funds  were  advanced  to  your  community 
to  finance  preliminary  plans  for  construction  of  the  facilities 
identified  above.  Many  other  public  agencies  throughout 
the  country  have  received  similar  planning  advances.  Be¬ 
cause  of  current  economic  conditions,  it  is  the  Government’s 
desire  to  activate  through  construction  as  many  of  these 
projects  as  possible.  Both  local  and  national  economics 
will  be  favorably  affected  by  placing  a  substantial  number  of 
planned  projects  under  construction. 

To  provide  immediate  construction  financing  for  planned 
facilities,  the  basic  interest  rates  for  public  facility  loans 
have  been  reduced  to  4}£  percent  for  general  obligation  bonds 
and  4%  percent  for  revenue  bonds.  Other  policies  which  in 
the  past  restricted  public  facility  loans  to  water,  sewer,  and 
gas  projects  have  also  been  changed  to  provide  financing  for 
all  types  of  public  works,  except  schools,  which  the  commu¬ 
nity  is  interested  in  placing  under  immediate  construction. 

A  copy  of  an  information  circular  which  describes  the 
public  facility  loans  program  and  mimeographed  informa¬ 
tion  sheets  which  outline  recent  policy  changes  are  enclosed. 

We  believe  that  you  will  be  interested  in  reviewing  these 
items.  After  considering  the  need  for  the  planned  project, 
you  may  desire  to  submit  an  application  for  a  construction 
loan.  If  so,  we  shall  be  happy  to  provide  you  with  appli¬ 
cation  forms  and  assist  in  the  preparation  of  an  application. 
Further  planning  would  not  likely  be  needed  to  support 
an  application  for  construction  financing. 
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Please  advise  us  as  early  as  possible  of  your  interest  in 
constructing  this  facility  with  a  loan  through  this  Agency. 

The  area  redevelopment  bill,  now  in  conference  .committee,  would 
establish  still  another  overlapping  Federal  program.  It  authorizes 
$75  million  for  grants  and  $100  million  for  loans  for  public  facilities, 
including  sewage-treatment  plants. 

The  duplicity  of  Federal  programs,  competing  with  each  other, 
to  give  or  loan  money  to  municipalities  for  the  construction  of  public 
facilities,  has  reached  absurdity.  A  community  wishing  to  construct 
a  sewage  treatment  plant  may  successfully  emerge  from  the  confusion 
of  the  overlapping  and  duplicity  of  these  several  Federal  programs 
so  as  to  combine  their  benefits  and  avoid  using  any  local  or  State 
funds  for  the  construction  of  a  sewage  treatment  project. 

Alternate  plan 

We  believe  that,  rather  than  compounding  the  increasing  decline 
in  construction  of  treatment  works  independent  of  Federal  subsidy 
which  will  result  from  a  mere  doubling  of  the  amount  of  funds  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  for  Federal  grants,  as  now  provided  in  IT. IT 
6441,  if  there  is  to  be  any  increase  in  the  amount  of  funds  appropriated 
for  Federal  grants  it  should  be  directed  toward  providing  an  effective 
incentive  to  accelerate  needed  construction  by  offering  an  inducement 
to  the  States  to  respond  to  their  responsibilities  and  participate  in 
the  cost  of  treatment  plants. 

This  can  be  accomplished,  without  reducing  the  level  of  the  present 
construction  grant  program  under  existing  law,  by  requiring  that 
State  funds  match  any  sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  by 
H.R.  6441,  which  are  in  excess  of  the  $50  million  annual  authorization 
provided  in  existing  law.  If  enlargement  of  the  Federal  grant  program 
to  construct  local  sewage  treatment  works  is  inescapable,  then  it  is 
high  time  that  the  States  face  up  to  their  responsibilities  and  assist 
in  defraying  the  costs  of  such  facilities. 

It  is  recognized  that  most  States  would  have  to  enact  legislation 
to  provide  State  matching  funds  if  the  municipalities  of  such  States 
would  have  benefit  of  additional  Federal  authorizations  under  this 
plan.  We  feel  that  a  period  of  3  years  is  adequate  for  the  necessary 
State  legislative  action,  and  that  the  State  matching  provisions  should 
apply  to  such  additional  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1965  and 
subsequent  years. 

By  requiring  that  the  States  match  that  portion  of  annual  appro¬ 
priations  in  excess  of  $50  million,  authorizations  in  H.R.  6441  can  be 
reduced  from  $100  million  to  $75  million  per  year,  while  still  making 
$100  million  available  annually,  by  the  combination  of  Federal  and 
State  aid,  for  the  construction  of  local  waste  treatment  works. 

Under  this  plan,  the  authorization  for  annual  appropriations  of 
Federal  funds  would  be  increased  bv  50  percent,  rather  than  the  100- 
percent  increase  now  provided  by  H.R.  6441 ;  the  responsibility  of  the 
States  to  share  in  the  cost  of  constructing  local  waste  treatment  works 
would  be  highlighted,  and  an  incentive  would  be  offered  to  secure 
such  State  participation ;  and  the  sums  to  be  made  available  to  munici¬ 
palities,  including  State  matching  funds,  would  be  the  same  as  that 
which  H.R.  6441  would  now  provide  by  Federal  grants  alone. 
Furthermore,  this  new  triparty  approach  to  the  solution  of  a  pre¬ 
dominantly  local  and  State  problem  can  be  initiated  and  carried  out 
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without  decreasing  or  slowing  up  the  Federal  grant  program  under 
existing  law. 

Among  the  reasons  for  such  State  participation  are  these: 

(1)  State  matching  of  the  additional  $25  million  annual  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  Federal  grants  would  result  in  doubling  the  present  grant-in- 
aid  program,  by  making  a  total  of  $100  million  of  Federal  and  State 
funds  available  to  municipalities  annually. 

(2)  The  requirement  of  State  matching  of  the  additional  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  Federal  grants  would  result  in  a  more  effective  screening  of 
project  applications,  since  the  State  would  have  a  financial  interest 
in  such  applications.  The  State,  under  such  a  matching  arrangement, 
would  want  to  confine  its  grants  to  projects  of  outstanding  merit,  most 
urgently  needed,  and  which  involve  a  real  water  pollution  problem. 

(3)  Cooperation  by  the  States  with  the  Federal  Government  would 
greatly  strengthen  the  water  pollution  control  program. 

(4)  Local  communities  would  financially  benefit  by  State  matching 
of  the  additional  authorizations  for  Federal  grants.  For  example,  if 
Federal  grants  for  projects  are  derived  in  proportional  amounts  from 
the  basic  $50  million  annual  authorization,  as  contained  in  existing 
law,  and  from  the  proposed  additional  $25  million  annual  authoriza¬ 
tion,  the  State  matching  funds  would  be  one-third  of  the  amount  of 
the  Federal  grants,  and  the  amount  of  local  funds  required  for  projects 
costing  $1  million  or  less  would  be  reduced  from  70  percent  of  the 
total  project  cost,  under  existing  law,  to  60  percent  of  the  total  cost. 

(5)  Federal-State  matching  would  give  the  State  a  more  effective 
participation  in  the  water  pollution  control  program.  Under  such  a 
program  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  the  States  would  be  recog¬ 
nized,  and  there  would  be  a  more  wholesome  atmosphere  for  Federal- 
State  cooperation. 

(6)  The  enforcement  of  abatement  of  pollution  is  a  joint  partnership 
effort  of  the  States  and  the  Federal  Government,  under  existing  law, 
and  the  States  should  likewise  share  in  the  cost  of  providing  treatment 
works  to  eliminate  the  discharge  of  pollution  matters. 

To  strengthen  the  existing  water  pollution  control  program,  as 
discussed  above,  the  minority  proposes  an  amendment  substantially 
as  follows: 

(1)  On  page  6,  line  4,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
a  comma  and  the  following: 

and  such  subsection  (b)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 

“If  the  total  of  all  appropriations,  made  under  authority 
of  this  section,  for  any  fiscal  year  which  begins  after  June 
30,  1964,  exceed  $50,000,000,  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any 
project  from  that  portion  of  the  appropriation  in  excess  of 
$50,000,000  which  is  allocated  to  any  State  unless  such  State 
shall  pay  toward  the  cost  of  such  project  an  amount  equal 
to  the  Federal  contribution  made  to  such  project  from  such 
amount  in  excess  of  $50,000,000.” 

and 

(2)  On  page  6,  line  23,  and  on  page  24,  line  1,  strike  out 
“$100,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$75,000,000”,  and  on  page 
7,  line  2,  strike  out  “$1,000,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$750,000,000”. 
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This  proposal  would  amend  H.R.  6441  by  reducing  the  authorization 
for  annual  appropriations  for  construction  grants  from  $100  million  to 
$75  million,  and  the  aggregate  from  $1  billion  to  $750  million,  thus 
authorizing  the  annual  appropriation  of  $25  million  more  than  the 
$50  million  authorized  by  existing  law.  It  would  require  State 
matching  of  that  part  of  any  grant  made  from  an  allotment  from 
the  additional  $25  million  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1965  and  subsequent  years.  Grants  made  from  allotments  from 
the  entire  $75  million  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  prior  to  1965,  and 
that  part  of  any  grants  made  from  allotments  from  the  first  $50  million 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1965  and  subsequent  years,  would  not 
require  any  matching  by  State  funds.  This  modification  of  H.R.  6441 
would  postpone  the  requirement  for  State  matching  for  3  years  to 
allow  time  for  the  State  legislatures  to  provide  State  funds.  Com¬ 
mencing  with  fiscal  year  1965,  if  a  State  should  not  supply  matching 
funds,  the  Federal  construction  grant  program  would  continue  in 
that  State  at  the  present  level;  whereas  any  State  supplying  the 
required  matching  funds  will  receive  a  50-percent  increase  in  Federal 
funds,  which,  when  added  to  the  State  matching  funds,  will  double  the 
money  for  construction  of  treatment  plants. 

The  minority  offered  this  proposal  in  committee,  along  with  several 
other  amendments  designed  to  bring  Federal,  State,  and  local  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  costs  of  construction  projects  into  more  appropriate  and 
realistic  balance.  This  proposal  and  most  of  the  other  amendments, 
including  one  to  limit  the  maximum  amount  of  Federal  construction 
grants  to  30  percent  of  the  estimated  cost  of  any  project  or  $400,000, 
whichever  is  the  smaller,  were  rejected  by  the  committee  in  favor  of 
the  increased  Federal  spending  provisions  now  contained  in  the  bill. 

ENFORCEMENT  MEASURES  FOR  POLLUTION  ABATEMENT 

The  new  enforcement  measures  are  explained  in  the  committee 
report,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  them  here,  except  to  point  out 
their  threefold  import:  First,  to  extend  Federal  enforcement  jurisdic¬ 
tion  to  all  waters  and  to  any  pollution  which  endangers  the  health  or 
welfare  of  any  person;  second,  to  make  the  order  of  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  relative  to  abatement  of  pollution, 
a  final  order,  unless  an  appeal  is  taken  to  the  U.S.  circuit  court  of 
appeals,  in  which  event  the  court’s  review  is  limited  to  the  record  of 
the  proceedings  below,  and  the  findings  of  the  Secretary,  if  supported 
by  substantial  evidence,  are  conclusive;  and,  third,  to  provide  for 
enforcement  of  the  Secretary’s  order  by  the  U.S.  district  courts,  in  a 
civil  action  brought  by  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  at 
the  request  of  the  Secretary,  without  any  requirement,  as  in  existing 
law,  for  the  consent  or  request  of  an  interested  State. 

Federal  enforcement  to  secure  abatement  of  pollution,  under  exist¬ 
ing  law,  is  applicable  only  to  pollution  of  interstate  waters  which  en¬ 
danger  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in 
which  the  discharge  originates.  Thus,  both  the  waters  involved  and 
the  pollution  itself  must  be  interstate  in  character  as  prerequisites  to 
Federal  enforcement  jurisdiction. 

II.R.  64.4I  eliminates  both  of  these  requirements  for  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment.  The  provisions  of  existing  law  limiting  all  Federal  jurisdiction 
to  interstate  pollution  is  removed  completely .  And  by  the  substitution 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  25 

of  “navigable”  for  “interstate”  waters,  Federal  enforcement  jurisdic¬ 
tion  will  no  longer  be  restricted  to  waters  that  flow  across,  or  form 
a  part  of,  State  boundaries.  This  means  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  6441,  may  enforce  the  abatement 
of  either  interstate  or  intrastate  pollution  of  waters  which  are,  or 
can  be  made,  navigable,  whether  such  waters  flow  across,  or  form 
part  of,  State  boundaries  or  are  confined  within  the  boundaries  of  a 
single  State,  and  irrespective  of  whether  the  matter  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into  such  waters  or 
reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a  tributary  thereof.  Thus, 
for  all  practical  purposes,  the  new  Federal  enforcement  provisions  apply 
to  all  waters  in  every  State. 

This  far-reaching  extension  of  Federal  jurisdiction  takes  on  real 
significance  when  viewed  in  light  of  other  changes  made  in  the  en¬ 
forcement  provisions.  Under  existing  law,  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
only  to  make  findings  and  recommendations  relative  to  pollution  and 
its  abatement,  and  any  enforcible  order  must  be  issued  by  a  court 
based  upon  the  court’s  determination  of  the  facts.  H.R.  6441  au¬ 
thorizes  the  Secretary  to  issue  orders  which  become  final  unless  an 
appeal  is  taken  to  the  U.S.  court  of  appeals  within  60  days,  and,  in 
the  event  of  appeal,  the  court’s  review  is  limited  to  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  below,  and  the  findings  of  the  Secretary  are  conclusive,  if 
supported  by  substantial  evidence  when  considered  on  the  record  as  a 
whole.  H.R.  6441  also  removes  the  requirement  in  existing  law  that 
the  Secretary’s  request  to  the  Attorney  General  to  bring  suit  to  en¬ 
force  abatement  of  pollution  be  with  the  written  consent  of  the  State 
where  the  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  the  pollution  is  discharged 
or  at  the  written  request  of  the  State  where  the  health  or  welfare  of 
persons  is  endangered  by  such  pollution. 

The  combined  effect  of  these  changes  is  to  vest  the  Secretary  with 
authority  to  issue  abatement  orders  which,  in  substance,  have  the 
dignity,  finality,  and  enforcibility  of  court  orders,  and  which  may 
be  enforced  by  suits  brought  in  the  U.S.  district  courts  without  the 
concurrence  or  request  of  any  interested  State.  The  application  of 
such  plenary  Federal  power  to  abate  what  is  clearly  local  and  intra¬ 
state  pollution  of  waters  which  are  confined  to  a  single  State  raises  a 
serious  policy  question. 

We  fully  support  strong  Federal  enforcement  measures,  including 
the  issuance  of  final  orders  by  the  Secretary  and  their  enforcement 
in  the  courts,  where  a  valid  Federal  interest  exists.  In  fact,  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that  effective  enforcement  through  the  combined  efforts 
of  Federal,  State,  and  local  authorization  is  a  greater  stimulus  to  the 
cleaning  up  of  water  than  is  the  Federal  grant  program  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  treatment  works.  However,  we  do  not  believe  that  sufficient 
Federal  interest  exists  to  justify  the  Federal  Government  to  take 
over  a  State’s  responsibility  and  to  substitute  Federal  enforcement 
for  State  enforcement  where  the  pollution  and  its  effects  are  entirely 
intrastate  and  do  not  affect  interstate  waters,  with  its  abatement 
being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  single  State. 

We  feel  that  local,  State,  and  regional  authorities  are  capable  of 
doing  their  own  jobs,  and  that  they  are  better  qualified  to  solve  these 
local  matters  than  some  Federal  officials  in  Washington.  The  Federal 
Government  should  encourage  and  promote  effective  State  and  local 
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enforcement,  rather  than  undermining  it  by  substituting  Federal 
enforcement  in  purely  intrastate  and  local  situations. 

Therefore,  we  believe  that  the  provisions  of  existing  law  which  limits 
application  of  Federal  abatement  enforcement  measures  to  “inter¬ 
state”  waters  should  be  continued  in  force.  Since  the  committee 
desires  to  use  the  term  “navigable,”  we  have  no  objection  to  making 
the  enforcement  provisions  apply  to  “interstate  navigable”  waters, 
which  was  also  the  recommendation  contained  in  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare,  on  January  18,  1961.  The  minority  proposes  an 
amendment  substantially  as  follows: 

On  page  8,  line  8,  after  “of”  insert  “interstate”. 

This  proposal  would  amend  H.R.  6441  to  make  “interstate  navi¬ 
gable”  waters,  rather  than  “navigable”  waters,  subject  to  abatement 
of  pollution  by  the  Federal  enforcement  measures  contained  in  section 
8  of  the  bill. 

PLAN  TO  IMPROVE  PROGRAM  FOR  CONTROL  AND  PREVENTION  OF  WATER 

POLLUTION 

To  accomplish  the  purposes  of  amendments  offered  by  Congress¬ 
man  William  C.  Cramer  in  committee,  but  which  were  not  agreed  to, 
the  minority  will  seek  to  modify  H.R.  6441,  as  amended,  and  reported 
to  the  House,  to  provide  for  State  matching  of  that  portion  of  the 
total  of  all  appropriations  for  any  fiscal  year  beginning  after  June  30, 
1964,  which  exceed  $50  million,  and  to  limit  the  Federal  enforcement 
measures  contained  in  the  bill  to  the  abatement  of  pollution  of 
“interstate  navigable”  waters.  The  minority  will  also  seek  to  reduce 
the  authorization  for  annual  appropriations  for  Federal  grants  for 
construction  of  waste  treatment  works  to  $75  million,  and  the  aggre¬ 
gate  to  $750  million. 

James  C.  Auchincloss. 

Gordon  H.  Scherer. 

William  C.  Cramer. 

Fred  Schwengel. 

Howard  W.  Robison. 

Perkins  Bass. 

W'alter  L.  McVey. 

Carleton  J.  King. 

William  H.  Harsha,  Jr. 

James  Harvey. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  MINORITY  VIEWS  ON  II.R.  G441 


Whenever  a  legislator  opposes  any  of  the  provisions  of  a  Federal 
pollution  bill,  he  is  immediately  charged  by  the  pressure  groups  with 
being  insensible  to  the  health  and  welfare  of  millions  of  Americans. 
Of  course,  this  type  of  pressure  tactics  is  not  only  applied  to  pollution 
legislation. 

As  an  example,  those  of  us  who  oppose  Federal  aid  to  education  are 
charged  with  being  insensible  to  the  needs  of  our  children,  inconsider¬ 
ate  of  the  welfare  of  our  teachers  and  the  scientific  educational  needs 
of  the  country.  As  a  result,  many  harmful,  unwise,  and  costly  provi¬ 
sions  are  engineered  into  basically  needed  and  worthwhile  legislation 
by  special  interest  groups  and  welfare  staters. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset  that  there  is  no  question  but  that  for  years 
local  communities  and  industries  have  wantonly  dumped  their  un¬ 
treated  refuse  into  the  streams  of  this  country  because  it  always 
appeared  that  it  was  the  fellow  downstream  who  had  to  worry  and 
contend  with  it.  However,  when  the  worm  turned  and  the  pollutor 
became  the  man  downstream,  the  country  generally  began  to  realize 
that  it  had  a  serious  problem  of  such  magnitude  that  drastic  legisla¬ 
tion,  both  at  the  State  and  Federal  level,  was  needed  to  stop  this 
pollution. 

The  Senate  in  1956  passed  a  water  pollution  control  bill  which  put 
teeth  into  enforcement  and  control  provisions.  The  power  of  the 
Federal  Government  was  utilized  to  compel  polluters  in  one  State  to 
desist  upon  complaint  of  another  State’s  being  harmed.  Research 
programs  by  the  Federal  Government  were  broadened.  The  tech¬ 
niques  for  the  treatment  of  wastes  developed  by  these  research  programs 
were  made  available  to  the  States,  local  communities,  and  industries. 
Legislation  such  as  this  was  vitally  needed,  and  no  sensible  person 
opposed  it. 

However,  when  this  bill  reached  the  House,  those  who  believe  that 
the  Federal  Government  should  inject  itself  into  almost  every  activity 
of  American  life,  those  who  believe  that  the  Federal  Treasury  is  inex¬ 
haustible,  inserted  in  the  House  bill  a  brand-new  grant-in-aid  program 
direct  to  local  communities.  The  States  were  bypassed  in  this  new 
Federal  pork-barrel  handout. 

It  is  usually  the  bureaucrats  and  Federal  agencies  that  conceive 
these  new  spending  programs.  The  then  President  vigorously  op¬ 
posed  this  new  grant-in-aid  program.  However,  some  of  the  profes¬ 
sional  bureaucrats  in  HEW  secretly  wanted  it.  This  is  the  nature 
of  a  meddlesome  bureaucracy. 

The  proponents  of  this  amendment  to  the  Senate  bill  argued  that 
these  grants-in-aid  to  the  local  communities  would  stimulate  con¬ 
struction,  that  local  communities  could  not  afford  these  costly  sewage 
treatment  plants — as  if  the  Federal  Government  could.  No  State, 
no  local  community,  in  fact,  no  nation  of  the  world,  was  and  is  as 
broke  as  the  United  States.  Remember,  our  debt  today  is  $50 
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billion  more  than  the  combined  debt  of  all  of  the  States  and  all  of 
the  nations  of  the  world. 

Those  of  us  who  opposed  this  new  and  novel  aid  program  direct  to 
local  communities  pointed  out  that  the  $50  million  a  year  Federal 
grant-in-aid  money  provided  in  the  1956  House  bill  was  another 
“foot  in  the  door”  spending  program;  that,  in  view  of  the  tremendous 
cost  of  sewage  disposal  treatment  plants,  $50  million  a  year  was 
only  a  drop  in  the  bucket.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  city  of  Cin¬ 
cinnati  which  had  built  its  own  sewage  disposal  treatment  plants  and 
arranged  to  pay  for  them  without  Federal  help  by  a  tax  on  the  water 
bills  of  users,  had  spent  $62  million;  that  the  $50  million  Federal 
funds  authorized  in  that  bill  was  a  snare  and  a  delusion;  that  once 
the  Federal  Government  injected  itself  into  this  program  the  funds 
required  from  the  Federal  Treasury  would  eventually  reach  astronom¬ 
ical  heights. 

Last  year  the  Congress  increased  the  amount  to  $90  million  a  year 
and  the  President  vetoed  the  bill.  The  House  sustained  that  veto. 
The  President  said  in  his  veto  message  that  he  was  vetoing  it  because — 

water  pollution  is  a  uniquely  local  blight;  that  primary 
responsibility  for  solving  the  problem  lies  not  with  the 
Federal  Government  but  rather  must  be  assumed  and  exer¬ 
cised  as  it  has  been  by  State  and  local  government. 

Of  course,  the  President  was  right. 

Local  and  State  governments  which  set  their  minds  to  doing 
this  job  have  done  it  and  have  done  it  effectively.  The  eight  States 
in  the  Ohio  River  Valley  under  a  compact  created  the  Ohio  River 
Valley  Water  Sanitation  Commission.  Under  it  the  cities,  villages, 
and  towns  in  that  great  industrial  valley,  had  been  doing  a  remark¬ 
able  job  in  eliminating  pollution  without  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

The  proponents  of  Federal  aid  argue  that  it  has  been  the  grant-in- 
aid  program  that  has  stimulated  the  spending  of  money  on  sewage 
treatment  plants.  Certainly  more  money  has  been  spent  in  the  last 
number  of  years  on  sewage  disposal  facilities,  but  it  has  not  been 
Federal  aid  money  that  has  caused  the  increase  in  expenditures. 
Rather  it  has  been  the  teeth  that  were  put  into  the  law  that  caused 
communities  to  act.  The  great  bulk  of  the  money  spent  on  sewage 
treatment  facilities  has  been  spent  by  communities  that  have  had  no 
Federal  subsidies.  In  fact,  the  average  Federal  subsidy  to  a  local 
community  has  been  only  about  $75,000.  The  limit  under  the  present 
law  is  $250,000  to  any  community.  Considering  the  high  cost  of 
sewage  treatment  plants,  only  the  extremely  small  communities  can 
receive  in  Federal  moneys  a  substantial  part  of  the  costs. 

The  bill  before  the  House,  of  course,  increases  the  authorization  to 
$100  million  a  year  and  also  increases  the  amount  any  one  community 
may  receive.  Next  year  I  predict  that  there  will  again  be  legislation 
offered  to  further  raise  the  annual  authorizations,  and  that  year  after 
year  there  will  be  requests  for  additional  increase  in  authorizations. 

It  should  lie  obvious  that  this  is  what  is  going  to  happen.  Instead 
of  these  Federal  subsidies  stimulating  the  building  of  these  plants  by 
local  communities,  it  will  delay  them  because  as  we  increase  the  maxi¬ 
mum  authorization  for  cities,  more  and  more  of  them  will  get  in  line 
with  hat  in  hand  for  Federal  handouts.  The}r  will  drag  their  feet, 
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knowing  that  Congress  the  following  year  will  make  more  Federal 
moneys  available  so  that  they  can  get  their  share. 

The  President  last  year  in  vetoing  an  increase  in  authorizations 
supported  this  position.  He  said: 

By  holding  forth  the  promise  of  a  large-scale  program  of 
long-term  Federal  support,  it  will  tempt  municipalities  to 
delay  essential  water  pollution  abatement  efforts  while  they 
wait  for  Federal  funds. 

The  Scripps-Howard  newspapers,  in  commenting  on  last  year’s 
antipollution  bill  which  was  eventually  vetoed,  effectively  stated  the 
case  when  they  said : 

If  the  Federal  Government  permitted  the  States  and  cities 
to  mind  their  own  affairs,  and  if  the  Federal  Government 
didn’t  tax  these  same  States  and  cities  so  heavily  to  pay  for 
Federal  “benefits,”  then  the  States  and  cities  could  levy 
their  own  taxes  to  pay  for  their  own  benefits,  and,  under  local 
supervision  and  responsibility  to  the  local  taxpayers,  the 
cities  and  States  could  do  their  chores  a  great  deal  better 
and  a  lot  cheaper. 

The  Federal  program  to  build  local  sewage  treatment 
plants  is  just  one  instance  *  *  *. 

Now  a  bill  is  ready  for  action  on  the  House  floor,  proposing 
to  spend  $100  million  a  year — running  up  the  cost  of  this 
program  $400  million  in  the  next  8  years. 

It  is  free-spending  ideas  like  this  which  run  up  taxes  *  *  *. 

This  new  $400  million  giveaway  should  be  defeated  and 
if  Congress,  despite  this  year’s  $13  billion  deficit,  passes  it, 
it  should  be  vetoed. 

It  was  vetoed.  The  veto  was  sustained  by  the  House.  This  year, 
however,  bureaucrats  in  HEW  have  had  their  way.  An  amendment 
to  keep  the  authorizations  at  the  present  level  of  $50  million  a  year 
will  no  doubt  fail.  The  increased  Federal  handouts  will  be  approved 
by  the  Congress.  The  President  will  sign  the  bill  and  the  sky  in  the 
next  few  years  will  be  the  limit. 

Gordon  H.  Scherer, 

Member  of  Congress. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  intro¬ 
duced,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (Public  Law  660,  84th 

Congress) 

AN  ACT  to  provide  for  water  pollution  control  activities  in  the  Public  Health 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  for  other 
purposes 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Section  1.  (a)  In  connection  with  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  over 
the  waterways  of  the  Nation  and  in  consequence  of  the  benefits  result¬ 
ing  to  the  public  health  and  welfare  by  the  prevention  and  control  of 
water  pollution,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress  to 
recognize,  preserve,  and  protect  the  primary  responsibilities  and  rights 
of  the  States  in  preventing  and  controlling  water  pollution,  to  support 
and  aid  technical  research  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of 
water  pollution,  and  to  provide  Federal  technical  services  and  financial 
aid  to  State  and  interstate  agencies  and  to  municipalities  in  connection 
with  the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution.  [To  this  end,  the 
Surgeon  General  of  the  Public  Health  Service  shall  administer  this 
Act  through  the  Public  Health  Service  and  under  the  supervision  and 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.]  To 
this  end,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  ( hereinafter 
in  this  Act  called  the  “ Secretary ”)  shall  administer  this  Act. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  impairing  or  in  any 
manner  affecting  any  right  or  jurisdiction  of  the  States  with  respect 
to  the  waters  [(including  boundary  waters)]  of  such  States,  including 
but  not  limited  to  the  power,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of  such  States  to 
enforce  State  water  pollution  control  laws  and  regulations. 

comprehensive  programs  for  water  pollution  control 

Sec.  2.  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall,  after  careful  investi¬ 
gation,  and  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies,  with  State 
water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  and  with  the 
municipalities  and  industries  involved,  prepare  or  develop  compre¬ 
hensive  programs  for  eliminating  or  reducing  the  pollution  of  interstate 
waters  and  tributaries  thereof  and  improving  the  sanitary  condition 
of  surface  and  underground  waters.  In  the  development  of  such  com¬ 
prehensive  programs  due  regard  shall  be  given  to  the  improvements 
which  are  necessary  to  conserve  such  waters  for  public  water  supplies, 
propagation  of  fish  and  aquatic  life  and  wildlife,  recreational  purposes, 
and  agricultural,  industrial,  and  other  legitimate  uses.  For  the  pur- 
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pose  of  this  section,  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  make  joint  investigations  with  any  such  agencies  of  the  condition 
of  any  waters  in  any  State  or  States,  and  of  the  discharges  of  any 
sewage,  industrial  wastes,  or  substance  which  may  adversely  affect, 
such  waters. 

INTERSTATE  COOPERATION  AND  UNIFORM  LAWS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  encourage  co¬ 
operative  activities  by  the  States  for  the  prevention  and  control  of 
water  pollution;  encourage  the  enactment  of  improved  and,  so  far  as 
practicable,  uniform  State  laws  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control 
of  water  pollution;  and  encourage  compacts  between  States  for  the 
prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution. 

(b)  The  consent  of  the  Congress  is  hereby  given  to  two  or  more 
States  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  agreements  or  compacts,  not  in  con¬ 
flict  with  any  law  or  treaty  of  the  United  States,  for  (1)  cooperative 
effort  and  mutual  assistance  for  the  prevention  and  control  of  water 
pollution  and  the  enforcement  of  then*  respective  laws  relating  thereto, 
and  (2)  the  establishment  of  such  agencies,  joint  or  otherwise,  as  they 
may  deem  desirable  for  making  effective  such  agreements  and  com¬ 
pacts.  No  such  agreement  or  compact  shall  be  binding  or  obligatory 
upon  any  State  a  party  thereto  unless  and  until  it  has  been  approved 
by  the  Congress. 

RESEARCH,  INVESTIGATIONS,  TRAINING,  AND  INFORMATION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  conduct  in  the 
[Public  Health  Service]  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
and  encourage,  cooperate  with,  and  render  assistance  to  other  appro¬ 
priate  public  (whether  Federal,  State,  interstate,  or  local)  authorities, 
agencies,  and  institutions,  private  agencies  and  institutions,  and 
individuals  in  the  conduct  of,  and  promote  the  coordination  of,  re¬ 
search,  investigations,  experiments,  demonstrations,  and  studies 
relating  to  the  causes,  control,  and  prevention  of  water  pollution. 
In  carrying  out  the  foregoing,  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  is 
authorized  to — 

(1)  collect  and  make  available,  through  publications  and  other 
appropriate  means,  the  results  of  and  other  information  as  to 
research,  investigations,  and  demonstrations  relating  to  the  pre¬ 
vention  and  control  of  water  pollution,  including  appropriate 
recommendations  in  connection  therewith; 

(2)  make  grants-in-aid  to  public  or  private  agencies  and  in¬ 
stitutions  and  to  individuals  for  research  or  training  projects  and 
for  demonstrations,  and  provide  for  the  conduct  of  research, 
training,  and  demonstrations  by  contract  with  public  or  private 
agencies  and  institutions  and  with  individuals  without  regard  to 
sections  3648  and  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes; 

(3)  secure,  from  time  to  time  and  for  such  periods  as  he  deems 
advisable,  the  assistance  and  advice  of  experts,  scholars,  and 
consultants  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Administrative 
Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a); 

(4)  establish  and  maintain  research  fellowships  in  the  [Public 
Health  Service]  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
with  such  stipends  and  allowances,  including  traveling  and 
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subsistence  expenses,  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  procure  the 
assistance  of  the  most  promising  research  fellowships  [ :  Provided, 
That  the  total  sum  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal 
year  for  fellowships  pursuant  to  this  subparagraph  shall  not 
exceed  $100,000];  and 

(5)  provide  training  in  technical  matters  relating  to  the 
causes,  prevention,  and  control  of  water  pollution  to  personnel  of 
public  agencies  and  other  persons  with  suitable  qualifications [.]; 
and 

(b)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  may,  upon  request  of  any 
State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or  interstate  agency,  conduct 
investigations  and  research  and  make  surveys  concerning  any  specific 
problem  of  water  pollution  confronting  any  State,  interstate  agency, 
community,  municipality,  or  industrial  plant,  with  a  view  of  recom¬ 
mending  a  solution  of  such  problem. 

(c)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall,  in  cooperation  with 
other  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  having  related  responsibilities, 
collect  and  disseminate  basic  data  on  chemical,  physical,  and  bio¬ 
logical  water  quality  and  other  information  insofar  as  such  data  or 
other  information  relate  to  water  pollution  and  the  prevention  and 
control  thereof. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  establish ,  equip,  and  maintain  field  laboratory 
and  research  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  one  to  be  located  in 
in  the  northeastern  area  of  the  United  States,  one  in  the  southeastern  area, 
one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the  southwestern  area,  one  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  and  one  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of 
research,  investigations,  experiments ,  field  demonstrations  and  studies, 
and  training  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution. 
Insofar  as  practicable,  each  such  facility  shall  be  located  near  institutions 
of  higher  learning  in  which  graduate  training  in  such  research  might  be 
carried  out. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  research  and  technical  development 
work,  and,  make  studies,  with  respect  to  the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the 
Great  Lakes,  including  an  analysis  of  the  present  and  projected  future 
water  quality  of  the  Great  Lakes  under  varying  conditions  of  waste 
treatment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  of  the  water  quality  needs  of  those 
to  be  served,  by  such  waters,  an  evaluation  of  municipal,  industrial,  and 
vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal  practices  with  respect  to  such  waters, 
and  a  study  of  alternate  means  of  solving  water  pollution  problems 
(■ including  additional  waste  treatment  measures)  with  respect  to  such 
waters. 


GRANTS  FOR  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 
to  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000, 
and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1971,  $5,000,000  for  grants  to  States  and  to  interstate 
agencies  to  assist  them  in  meeting  the  costs  of  establishing  and  main¬ 
taining  adequate  measures  for  the  prevention  and  control  of  water 
pollution. 

(b)  The  portion  of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)  for  a  fiscal  year  which  shall  be  available  for  grants  to  interstate 
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agencies  and  the  portion  thereof  which  shall  be  available  for  grants  to 
States  shall  be  specified  in  the  Act  appropriating  such  sums. 

(c)  From  the  sums  available  therefor  for  any  fiscal  year  the  [Sur¬ 
geon  General!  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  make  allotments  to 
the  several  States,  in  accordance  with  regulations,  on  the  basis  of 

(1)  the  population,  (2)  the  extent  of  the  water  pollution  problem,  and 
(3)  the  financial  need  of  the  respective  States. 

(d)  From  each  State’s  allotment  under  subsection  (c)  for  any 
fiscal  year  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  pay  to  such  State 
an  amount  equal  to  its  Federal  share  (as  determined  under  subsection 
(h))  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  its  State  plan  approved  under  subsec¬ 
tion  (f),  including  the  cost  of  training  personnel  for  State  and  local 
water  pollution  control  work  and  including  the  cost  of  administering 
the  State  plan. 

(e)  From  the  sums  available  therefor  for  any  fiscal  year  the  [Sur¬ 
geon  General]  Secretary  shall  from  tune  to  time  make  allotments  to 
interstate  agencies,  in  accordance  with  regulations,  on  such  basis  as 
the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  finds  reasonable  and  equitable.  Fie 
shall  from  time  to  time  pay  to  each  such  agency,  from  its  allotment, 
an  amount  equal  to  such  portion  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  its  plan 
approved  under  subsection  (f)  as  may  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  regulations,  including  the  cost  of  training  personnel  for  water 
pollution  control  work  and  including  the  cost  of  administering  the 
interstate  agency’s  plan.  The  regulations  relating  to  the  portion  of 
the  cost  of  carrying  out  the  interstate  agency’s  plan  which  shall  be 
borne  by  the  United  States  shall  be  designed  to  place  such  agencies, 
so  far  as  practicable,  on  a  basis  similar  to  that  of  the  States. 

(f)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  approve  any  plan  for 
the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution  which  is  submitted  by 
the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  or,  in  the  case  of  an  inter¬ 
state  agency,  by  such  agency,  if  such  plan — 

(1)  provides  for  administration  or  for  the  supervision  of 
administration  of  the  plan  by  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  or,  in  the  case  of  a  plan  submitted  by  an  interstate  agenc}’, 
by  such  interstate  agency; 

(2)  provides  that  such  agency  will  make  such  reports,  in  such 
form  and  containing  such  information,  as  the  [Surgeon  General] 
Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  reasonably  require  to  carcy 
out  his  functions  under  this  Act; 

(3)  sets  forth  the  plans,  policies,  and  methods  to  be  followed 
in  carrying  out  the  State  (or  interstate)  plan  and  in  its  admin¬ 
istration  ; 

(4)  provides  for  extension  or  improvement  of  the  State  or 
interstate  program  for  prevention  anti  control  of  water  pollution ; 
[and] 

(5)  provides  such  accounting,  budgeting,  and  other  fiscal 
methods  and  procedures  as  are  necessary  for  the  proper  and  effi¬ 
cient  administration  of  the  plan  [.],  and 

(6)  sets  forth  the  criteria  used  by  the  State  in  determining  priority 
of  projects  as  provided  in  section  6(b)(4). 

The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  not  disapprove  any  plan 
without  first  giving  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing 
to  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  or  interstate  agency 
which  has  submitted  such  plan. 
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(g) (1)  Whenever  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary,  after  reasonable 
notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  a  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  or  interstate  agency  finds  that — 

(A)  the  plan  submitted  by  such  agency  and  approved  under 
this  section  has  been  so  changed  that  it  no  longer  complies  with  a 
requirement  of  subsection  (f)  of  this  section;  or 

(B)  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  there  is  a  failure  to 
comply  substantially  with  such  a  requirement, 

the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  notify  such  agency  that  no 
further  payments  will  be  made  to  the  State  or  to  the  interstate  agency, 
as  the  case  may  be,  under  this  section  (or  in  his  discretion  that  further 
payments  will  not  be  made  to  the  State,  or  to  the  interstate  agency, 
for  projects  under  or  parts  of  the  plan  affected  by  such  failure)  until 
he  is  satisfied  that  there  will  no  longer  be  any  such  failure.  Until 
he  is  so  satisfied,  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  make  no 
further  payments  to  such  State,  or  to  such  interstate  agency,  as  the 
case  may  be,  under  this  section  (or  shall  limit  payments  to  projects 
under  or  parts  of  the  plan  in  which  there  is  no  such  failure). 

(2)  If  any  State  or  any  interstate  agency  is  dissatisfied  with  the 
[Surgeon  General’s]  Secretary’s  action  with  respect  to  it  under  this 
subsection,  it  may  appeal  to  the  United  States  court  of  appeals  for 
the  circuit  in  which  such  State  (or  any  of  the  member  States,  in 
the  case  of  an  interstate  agency)  is  located.  The  summons  and 
notice  of  appeal  may  be  served  at  any  place  in  the  United  States. 
The  findings  of  fact  by  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary,  unless 
contrary  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  shall  be  conclusive;  but  the 
court,  for  good  cause  shown,  may  remand  the  case  to  the  [Surgeon 
General]  Secretary  to  take  further  evidence,  and  the  [Surgeon 
General]  Secretary  may  thereupon  make  new  or  modified  findings  of 
fact  and  may  modify  his  previous  action.  Such  new  or  modified 
findings  of  fact  shall  likewise  be  conclusive  unless  contrary  to  the 
weight  of  the  evidence.  The  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  affirm 
the  action  of  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  or  to  set  it  aside, 
in  whole  or  in  part.  The  judgment  of  the  court  shall  be  subject  to 
review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  upon  certiorari 
or  certification  as  provided  in  title  28,  United  States  Code,  section 
1254. 

(h) (1)  The  “Federal  share”  for  any  State  shall  be  100  per  centum 
less  that  percentage  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  50  per  centum  as 
the  per  capita  income  of  such  State  bears  to  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  United  States,  except  that  (A)  the  Federal  share  shall  in  no  case 
be  more  than  66%  per  centum  or  less  than  33%  per  centum,  and  (B) 
the  Federal  share  for  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  be  66% 
per  centum. 

(2)  The  “Federal  shares”  shall  be  promulgated  by  the  [Surgeon 
General]  Secretary  between  July  1  and  September  30  of  each  even- 
numbered  year,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  of  the  per  capita  incomes 
of  the  States  and  of  the  continental  United  States  for  the  three  most 
recent  consecutive  years  for  which  satisfactory  data  are  available 
from  the  Department  of  Commerce.  Such  promulgation  shall  be 
conclusive  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning 
July  1  next  succeeding  such  promulgation:  Provided,  That  the  Federal 
shares  promulgated  by  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  4  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1956, 
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shall  be  conclusive  for  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1956,  and  ending 
June  30,  1959. 

(3)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  “United  States”  means  the 
fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(4)  Promulgations  made  before  satisfactory  data  are  available 
from  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  a  full  year  on  the  per  capita 
income  of  Alaska  shall  prescribe  a  Federal  share  for  Alaska  of  50  per 
centum  and,  for  purposes  of  such  promulgations,  Alaska  shall  not  be 
included  as  part  of  the  “United  States.”  Promulgations  made  there¬ 
after  but  before  per  capita  income  data  for  Alaska  for  a  full  three-year 
period  are  available  for  the  Department  of  Commerce  shall  be  based 
on  satisfactory  data  available  therefrom  for  Alaska  for  such  one  full 
year  or,  when  such  data  are  available  for  a  two-year  period,  for  such 
two  years. 

(i)  The  population  of  the  several  States  shall  be  determined  on 
the  basis  of  the  latest  figures  furnished  by  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce. 

(j)  The  method  of  computing  and  paying  amounts  pursuant  to 
subsection  (d)  or  (e)  shall  be  as  follows: 

(1)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall,  prior  to  the  beginning 
of  each  calendar  quarter  or  other  period  prescribed  by  him,  estimate 
the  amount  to  be  paid  to  each  State  (or  to  each  interstate  agency  in  the 
case  of  subsection  (e))  under  the  provisions  of  such  subsection  for 
such  period,  such  estimate  to  be  based  on  such  records  of  the  State 
(or  the  interstate  agency)  and  information  furnished  by  it,  and  such 
other  investigation,  as  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  may  find 
necessary. 

(2)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  pay  to  the  State  (or  to 
the  interstate  agency),  from  the  allotment  available  therefor,  the 
amount  so  estimated  by  him  for  any  period,  reduced  or  increased,  as 
the  case  may  be,  by  any  sum  (not  previously  adjusted  under  this 
paragraph)  by  which  he  finds  that  his  estimate  of  the  amount  to  be 
paid  such  State  (or  such  interstate  agency)  for  any  prior  period  under 
such  subsection  was  greater  or  less  than  the  amount  which  should 
have  been  paid  to  such  State  (or  such  agency)  for  such  prior  period 
under  such  subsection.  Such  payments  shall  be  made  through  the 
disbursing  facilities  of  the  Treasury  Department,  in  such  installments 
as  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  may  determine. 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  to  any  State,  municipality,  or  intermunicipal  or  interstate 
agency  for  the  construction  of  necessary  treatment  works  to  prevent 
the  discharge  of  untreated  or  inadequately  treated  sewage  or  other 
waste  into  any  waters  and  for  the  purpose  of  reports,  plans,  and 
specifications  in  connection  therewith. 

(b)  Federal  grants  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  limitations:  (1)  No  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  pursuant 
to  this  section  unless  such  project  shall  have  been  approved  by  the 
appropriate  State  water  pollution  control  agency  or  agencies  and  by 
the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  and  unless  such  project  is  included 
in  a  comprehensive  program  developed  pursuant  to  this  Act;  (2)  [no 
grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an  amount  exceeding  30  per 
centum  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  thereof  as  determined  by  the 
Surgeon  General  or  in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000,  whichever  is 
the  smaller:  Provided,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the  remaining 
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cost ; J  No  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an  amount  exceeding 
whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller:  (A)  $800,000,  or  (B)  the  total 
of  30  per  centum  of  the  first  $1 ,000,000  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  project 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  plus  15  per  centum  of  the  next  $2,000,000 
of  such  cost,  plus  1 0  per  centum  of  the  remainder  of  such  cost:  Provided, 
That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the  remaining  cost:  Provided  further ,  That 
in  the  case  of  a  project  which  will  serve  more  than  one  municipality  {A) 
the  Secretary  shall,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  reasonable  and 
equitable,  allocate  to  each  municipality  to  be  served  by  such  project  its 
share  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  of  such  project,  and  shall  then  ap¬ 
ply  the  foregoing  limitations  in  this  clause  to  each  such  share  as  if  it 
were  a  separate  project  to  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant 
which  may  be  made  under  this  section  with  respect  to  each  such  share, 
and  the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  determined  or  $2,1+00,000,  whichever 
is  the  smaller,  shall  be  the  maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be 
made  under  this  section  on  account  of  such  project,  and  (B)  for  purposes 
of  the  limitation  in  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (d) ,  the  share  of  each 
municipality  so  determined  shall  be  regarded  as  a  grant  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  treatment  works;  (3)  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project 
under  this  section  until  the  applicant  has  made  provision  satisfactory 
to  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  for  assuring  proper  and  efficient 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  treatment  works  after  completion 
of  the  construction  thereof;  [and  J  (4)  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any 
project  under  this  section  unless  such  project  is  in  conformity  with 
the  State  water  pollution  control  plan  submitted  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  5  and  has  been  certified  by  the  State  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  agency  as  entitled  to  priority  over  other  eligible  projects 
on  the  basis  of  financial  as  well  as  water  pollution  control  needs;  and 
(5)  no  grant-  shall  be  made  for  any  project  under  this  section  in  any  State 
in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000  until  a  grant  has  been  made  thereunder 
for  each  project  (A)  for  which  an  application  was  filed  with  the  appropri¬ 
ate  State  water  pollution  control  agency  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  clause  and  (B)  which  the  Secretary  determines  met  the  requirements 
of  this  section  and  regulations  thereunder  as  in  effect  prior  to  such  date  of 
enactment. 

(c)  In  determining  the  desirability  of  projects  for  treatment  works 
and  of  approving  Federal  financial  aid  in  connection  therewith,  con¬ 
sideration  shall  be  given  by  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  to  the 
public  benefits  to  be  derived  by  the  construction  and  the  propriety  of 
Federal  aid  in  such  construction,  the  relation  of  the  ultimate  cost  of 
constructing  and  maintaining  the  works  to  the  public  interest  and  to 
the  public  necessity  for  the  works,  and  the  adequacy  of  the  provisions 
made  or  proposed  by  the  applicant  for  such  Federal  financial  aid  for 
assuring  proper  and  efficient  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  treat¬ 
ment  works  after  completion  of  the  construction  thereof.  The  sums 
appropriated  pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be 
allotted  by  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  from  time  to  time,  in 
accordance  with  regulations,  as  follows:  (1)  50  per  centum  of  such 
sums  in  the  ratio  that  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  all  the  States,  and  (2)  50  per  centum  of  such  sums  in  the 
ratio  that  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  United  States  by  the  per  capita  income  of  each  State  bears  to  the 
sum  of  such  quotients  for  all  the  States.  The  allotment  of  a  State 
under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  available,  in  accordance  with 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  37 

the  provisions  of  this  section,  for  payments  with  respect  to  projects 
in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under  this  section  [.],  except 
that  any  such  allotment  ivhich  is  not  obligated  within  six  months  following 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  it  was  made  because  of  a  lack  of  projects 
which  have  been  approved  under  subsection  (b)(1)  of  this  section ,  or 
certified  as  entitled  to  priority  under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section, 
shall  be  reallotted  by  the  Secretary,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be 
reasonable  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regulations  promulgated 
by  him.  Any  amount  made  available  to  a  State  by  reallotments  under 
the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in  addition  to  amounts  otherwise  allotted 
to  such  State  under  this  section,  and  shall  be  available  for  payments  with 
respect  to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under  this 
section  prior  to  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  following  the  year  for  which  the 
original  allotment  was  made.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  population 
shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  latest  decennial  census  for 
which  figures  are  available,  as  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
and  per  capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  shall 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  average  of  the  per  capita  incomes 
of  the  States  and  of  the  continental  United  States  for  the  three  most 
recent  consecutive  years  for  which  satisfactory  data  are  available 
from  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

(d)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal 
year  the  sum  of  [[$50,000,000]  $ 100,000,000  for  the  purpose  of  making 
grants  under  this  section :  Provided,  That  the  aggregate  of  sums  so  ap¬ 
propriated  shall  not  exceed  [$500,000,000]  $1 ,000,000,000.  Sums  so 
appropriated  shall  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 
at  least  50  per  centum  of  the  funds  so  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year 
shall  be  used  for  grants  for  the  construction  of  treatment  works  servic¬ 
ing  municipalities  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  thousand  population 
or  under. 

(e)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  shall  make  payments  under 
this  section  through  the  disbursing  facilities  of  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury.  Funds  so  paid  shall  be  used  exclusively  to  meet  the  cost  of 
construction  of  the  project  for  which  the  amount  was  paid.  As  used 
in  this  section  the  term  “construction”  includes  preliminary  planning 
to  determine  the  economic  and  engineering  feasibility  of  treatment 
works,  the  engineering,  architectural,  legal,  fiscal,  and  economic  in¬ 
vestigation  and  studies,  surveys,  designs,  plans,  working  drawings, 
specifications,  procedures,  and  other  action  necessary  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  treatment  works;  and  the  erection,  building,  acquisition,  alter¬ 
ation,  remodeling,  improvement,  or  extension  of  treatment  works; 
and  the  inspection  and  supervision  of  the  construction  of  treatment 
works. 

(f)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to  insure 
that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors 
on  projects  for  which  grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  be  paid 
wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work  on 
similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  March  8,  1981,  as 
amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  (46  Stat.  1494',  40  U.S.C.  276a 
through  276a-5). 
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WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ADVISORY  BOARD 

Sec.  7.  (a)  (1)  [There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Public  Health 
Service  a  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board,  composed  of  the 
Surgeon  General  or  a  sanitary  engineer  officer  designated  by  him,  who 
shall  be  chairman,  and  nine  members  appointed  by  the  President  none 
of  whom  shall  be  Federal  officers  or  employees.]  There  is  hereby 
established  in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  a 
Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board,  composed  of  the  Secretary  or 
his  designee,  who  shall  be  chairman,  and  nine  members  appointed  by 
the  President,  none  of  whom  shall  be  Federal  officers  c r  employees.  The 
appointed  members,  having  due  regard  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
shall  be  selected  from  among  representatives  of  various  State,  inter¬ 
state  and  local  governmental  agencies,  of  public  or  private  interests 
contributing  to,  affected  by,  or  concerned  with  water  pollution,  and 
of  other  public  and  private  agencies,  organizations,  or  groups  demon¬ 
strating  an  active  interest  in  the  field  of  water  pollution  prevention 
and  control,  as  well  as  other  individuals  who  are  expert  in  this  field. 

(2)  (A)  Each  member  appointed  by  the  President  shall  hold  office 
for  a  term  of  three  years,  except  that  (i)  any  member  appointed  to  fill 
a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his 
predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of 
such  term,  and  (ii)  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members  first  taking  office 
after  June  30,  1956,  shall  expire  as  follows:  three  at  the  end  of  one  year 
after  such  date,  three  at  the  end  of  two  years  after  such  date,  and  three 
at  the  end  of  three  years  after  such  date,  as  designated  by  the  President 
at  the  time  of  appointment,  and  (in)  the  term  of  any  member  under  the 
preceding  provisions  shall  be  extended  until  the  date  on  which  his  suc¬ 
cessor’s  appointment  is  elective.  None  of  the  members  appointed  by 
the  President  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment  within  one  year  after 
the  end  of  his  preceding  term,  but  terms  commencing  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1956 
shall  not  be  deemed  “preceding  terms”  for  purposes  of  this  sentence. 

(B)  The  members  of  the  Board  who  are  not  officers  or  employees  of 
the  United  States,  while  attending  conferences  or  meetings  of  the 
Board  or  while  otherwise  serving  at  the  request  of  the  [Surgeon 
General]  Secretary,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  a 
rate  to  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  [of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare],  but  not  exceeding  $50  per  diem,  including  travel  time,  and 
while  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may 
be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence, 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the  Government 
service  employed  intermittently. 

(b)  The  Board  shall  advise,  consult  with,  and  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  on  matters  of  policy  relating 
to  the  activities  and  functions  of  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary 
under  this  Act. 

(c)  Such  clerical  and  technical  assistance  as  may  be  necessary  to 
discharge  the  duties  of  the  Board  shall  be  provided  from  the  person¬ 
nel  of  the  [Public  Health  Service]  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
■and  Welfare. 
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ENFORCEMENT  MEASURES  AGAINST  POLLUTION  OF  [INTERSTATE] 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  [interstate]  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  the  matter  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into  such  waters  or 
reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a  tributary  of  such  waters), 
which  endangers  the  health  or  welfare  of  any  persons  [in  a  State 
other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  originates],  shall  be  subject 
to  abatement  as  [herein]  provided  in  this  Act. 

(b)  Consistent  with  the  policy  declaration  of  this  Act,  State  and 
interstate  action  to  abate  pollution  of  [interstate]  navigable  waters 
shall  be  encouraged  and  shall  not  [,  except  as  otherwise  provided  by 
or  pursuant  to  court  order  under  subsection  (g),]  be  displaced  by 
Federal  enforcement  action  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  or  pursuant 
to  a  final  order  issued  in  accordance  with  subsection  ( e )  of  this  section  or 
a  court  order  under  subsection  (g)  of  this  section. 

(c) (1)  [Whenever  the  Surgeon  General,  on  the  basis  of  reports, 
surveys,  or  studies,  has  reason  to  believe  that  any  pollution  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a)  is  occurring,  or  whenever  requested  by  a  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  or  the  Governor  of  any  State,  he  shall  give 
formal  notification  of  any  such  pollution  to  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States 
where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  contributing  to  such 
pollution  originates  and  shall  call  promptly  a  conference  of  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if  any,  of  the 
State  or  States  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  contribut¬ 
ing  to  such  pollution  originates  and  of  the  State  or  States  claiming  to 
be  adversely  affected  by  such  pollution.]  Whenever  requested  by  the 
Governor  of  any  State,  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or  ( with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  for  the  State 
in  which  the  municipality  is  situated)  the  governing  body  of  any  munici¬ 
pality,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State 
other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  ( causing  or  contribut¬ 
ing  to  such  pollution )  originates,  give  formal  notification  thereof  to  the 
water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State 
or  States  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall  call 
promptly  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or 
States,  if  any,  which  may  be  adversely  affected  by  such  pollution.  When¬ 
ever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any  State,  a  State  water  pollution  control 
agency,  or  ( with  the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  situated )  the  governing 
body  of  any  municipality,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to 
pollution  of  navigable  waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare 
of  persons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  ( causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give  formal 
notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate 
agency,  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State  where  such  discharge  or  discharges 
originate  and  shall  promptly  call  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies 
and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if 
any,  of  the  requesting  State.  The  Secretary  shall  also  call  such  a  con¬ 
ference  whenever,  on  the  basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason 
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to  believe  that  any  pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and  endangering 
the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the 
discharge  or  discharges  originate  is  occurring. 

(2)  The  agencies  called  to  attend  such  conference  may  bring  such 
persons  as  they  desire  to  the  conference.  Not  less  than  three  weeks’ 
prior  notice  of  the  conference  date  shall  be  given  to  such  agencies. 

(3)  Following  this  conference,  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary 
shall  prepare  and  forward  to  all  the  water  pollution  control  agencies 
attending  the  conference  a  summary  of  conference  discussions  includ¬ 
ing  (A)  occurrence  of  pollution  of  [interstate]  navigable  waters  subject 
to  abatement  under  this  Act;  (B)  adequacy  of  measures  taken  toward 
abatement  of  the  pollution;  and  (C)  nature  of  delaj^s,  if  any,  being 
encountered  in  abating  the  pollution. 

(d)  If  the  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  believes,  upon  the  conclusion 
of  the  conference  or  thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward  abate¬ 
ment  of  such  pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that  the  health  or 
welfare  of  any  persons  [in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  dis¬ 
charge  originates]  is  being  endangered,  he  shall  recommend  to  the 
appropriate  State  water  pollution  control  agency  that  it  take  necessary 
remedial  action.  The  [Surgeon  General  is  to]  Secretary  shall  allow 
at  least  six  months  from  the  date  he  makes  such  recommendations  for 
the  taking  of  such  recommended  action. 

(e)  [If  such]  If,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  period  so  allowed,  such 
remedial  action  is  not  taken  or  action  which  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Secretary  is  reasonably  calculated  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pollu¬ 
tion  is  not  taken,  the  Secretary  [of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare] 
shall  call  a  public  hearing,  to  be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the 
places  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  contributing  to 
such  pollution  originated,  before  a  [board]  Hearing  Board  of  five  or 
more  persons  appointed  bv  the  Secretary.  Each  State  in  which  any 
discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution  originates  and  each 
State  claiming  to  be  adversely  affected  bvr  such  pollution  shall  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  select  one  member  of  the  [board]  Hearing 
Board  and  at  least  one  member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce,  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the  [board] 
Hearing  Board  shall  be  persons  other  than  officers  or  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  At  least  three 
weeks’  prior  notice  of  such  hearing  shall  be  given  to  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if  any,  called  to 
attend  the  aforesaid  hearing  and  the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters. 
On  the  basis  of  the  evidence  presented  at  such  hearing,  the  [board] 
Hearing  Board  shall  make  findings  as  to  whether  pollution  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a)  is  occurring  and  whether  effective  progress  toward 
abatement  thereof  is  being  made.  If  the  [board]  Hearing  Board 
finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and  effectinve  progress  toward  abate¬ 
ment  is  not  being  made  it  shall  make  recommendations  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  [°f  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare]  concerning  the  measures, 
if  any,  which  it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  secure  abate¬ 
ment  of  such  pollution.  Such  findings  and  recommendations  shall  be 
the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  except  to  the  extent, 
on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  at  such  hearing,  he  believes  additional  or 
different  findings  or  recommendations  are  warranted.  The  Secretary 
shall  send  [such]  his  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  person  or 
persons  discharging  any  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollu- 
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lion,  together  with  [a  notice  specifying  a  reasonable  time  (not  less 
than  six  months)  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pollution,  and  shall 
also  send  such  findings  and  recommendations  and  such  notice  to  the 
State  water  pollution  control  agency,  and  to  the  interstate  agency, 
if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where  such  discharge  or  discharges 
originate.]!  an  order  specifying  a  reasonable  time ,  but  not  less  than  six 
months  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  such  order,  to  secure  abatement  of 
such  pollution  in  accordance  with  such  findings  and  recommendations. 
Such  order  shall  become  final  on  the  sixtieth  day  after  the  date  of  its  issu¬ 
ance  unless  an  appeal  is  taken  as  provided  in  subsection  ( b ).  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  also  send  a  copy  of  such  findings  and  recommendations  and 
such  order  to  the  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies, 
if  any,  attending  the  hearings  as  a  party  of  record. 

[(f)  If  action  reasonably  calculated  to  secure  abatement'of  the 
pollution  within  the  time  specified  in  the  notice  following  the  public 
hearing  is  not  taken,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
with  the  written  consent  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency 
(or  any  officer  or  employee  authorized  to  give  such  consent)  of  the 
State  or  States  where  the  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  the  pollu¬ 
tion  is  discharged  or  at  the  written  request  of  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  (or  any  officer  or  employee  authorized  to  make  such 
request)  of  any  other  State  or  States  where  the  health  or  welfare  of 
persons  is  endangered  by  such  pollution,  may  request  the  Attorney 
General  to  bring  a  suit  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  to  secure 
abatement  of  the  pollution. 

[(g)  The  court  shall  receive  in  evidence  in  any  such  suit  a  transcript 
of  the  proceedings  before  the  Board  and  a  copy  of  the  Board’s  recom¬ 
mendations  and  shall  receive  such  further  evidence  as  the  court  in  its 
discretion  deems  proper.  The  court,  giving  due  consideration  to  the 
practicabilit}^  and  to  the  physical  and  economic  feasibility  of  securing 
abatement  of  any  pollution  proved,  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enter 
such  judgment,  and  orders  enforcing  such  judgment,  as  the  public 
interest  and  the  equities  of  the  case  may  require.  J 

(f)  An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  any  such  order  of  the  Secretary  by 
any  person  who  has  been  made  subject  to  such  order  to  the  United  States 
court  of  appeals  for  the  circuit  in  which  any  discharge  or  discharges 
causing  or  contributing  to  the  pollution  subject  to  abatement  by  such  order 
originates  by  filing  with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal  within  sixty  days 
from  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  order.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  shall 
attach  upon  the  filing  of  such  notice.  A  copy  of  such  notice  shall  forth¬ 
with  be  transmitted  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Secretary  or  any  officer 
designated  by  him  for  that  purpose  and  to  any  other  person  who  received 
a  copy  of  the  Secretary’s  order.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon  file  in  the 
court  the  record  of  the  proceedings  before  the  Hearing  Board  as  provided 
in  section  2112  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  together  with  his  findings 
of  fact  and  recommendations.  Such  findings  of  the  Secretary,  if  sup¬ 
ported  by  substantial  evidence  when  considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole, 
shall  be  conclusive,  but  the  court  for  good  cause  shown  may  remand  the 
case  to  the  Secretary  for  the  taking  of  additional  evidence  in  such  manner 
and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  court  may  deem  proper.  The 
Secretary  may  thereupon  make  or  cause  to  be  made  new  or  modified 
findings  of  fact  and  recommendations,  and  he  shall  file  with  the  court  the 
record  of  such  further  proceedings,  the  new  or  modified  findings  and 
recommendations,  and  his  recommendations,  if  any,  for  the  setting  aside 
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or  modification  oj  his  original  order.  Such  new  or  modified  findings 
shall  likewise  be  conclusive  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence  when 
considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole. 

(g)  Upon  the  basis  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings  filed  with  it,  the 
court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enter  an  order  affirming  or  setting  aside, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  the  order  of  the  Secretary.  Ihe  judgment  of  the 
court  shall  be  final,  subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  upon  certiorari  or  certification  as  provided  in  section  125 4  of  title 
28  of  the  United  States  Code. 

(h)  The  United  States  district  courts  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  any 
civil  action  brought  by  the  Attorney  General  at  the  reguest  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  enforce  any  order  issued  under  this  section  by  the  Secretary,  or 
by  a  United  States  court  of  appeals. 

(i)  Members  of  any  Hearing  Board  appointed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(e)  who  are  not  regular  full-time  officers  or  employees  of  the  United  States 
shall,  while  participating  in  the  hearing  conducted  by  such  Board  or 
otherwise  engaged  on  the  work  of  such  Board,  receive  compensation  at  a 
rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per  diem,  including 
travel  time,  and  while  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  busi¬ 
ness  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of 
subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law  ( 5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the 
Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

[(h)]  (j)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “person”  includes  an 
individual,  corporation,  partnership,  association,  State,  municipality, 
and  political  subdivision  of  [the]  a  State. 

(k)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “municipality”  means  a  city, 
town,  borough,  county,  parish,  district,  or  other  public  body  created  by  or 
pursuant  to  State  law. 

COOPERATION  TO  CONTROL  POLLUTION  FROM  FEDERAL  INSTALLATIONS 

Sec.  9.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  intent  of  the  Congress  that 
any  Federal  department  or  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  any  build¬ 
ing,  installation,  or  other  property  shall,  insofar  as  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  interests  of  the  United  States  and  within  any 
available  appropriations,  cooperate  with  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  with  any  State  or  interstate  agency  or 
municipality  having  jurisdiction  over  waters  into  which  any  matter  is 
discharged  from  such  property,  in  preventing  or  controlling  the 
pollution  of  such  waters.  In  his  summary  of  any  conference  pursuant 
to  section  8(c)(3)  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  include  references  to 
any  discharges  allegedly  contributing  to  pollution  from  any  Federal 
property.  Notice  of  any  hearing  pursuant  to  section  8(e)  involving  any 
pollution  alleged  to  be  effected  by  any  such  discharges  shall  also  be  given 
to  the  Federal  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the  property  involved  and  the 
findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Hearing  Board  conducting  such 
hearing  shall  also  include  references  to  any  such  discharges  which  are 
contributing  to  the  pollution  found  by  such  Hearing  Board. 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  43 


ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  [Surgeon  General]  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
prescribe  such  regulations  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  his  functions 
under  this  Act.  [All  regulations  of  the  Surgeon  General  under  this 
Act  shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare.  The  Surgeon  General  may  delegate  to  any  officer 
or  employee  of  the  Public  Health  Service  such  of  his  powers  and  duties 
under  this  Act,  except  the  making  of  regulations,  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  or  expedient.] 

(b)  The  Secretary  [of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare],  with  the 
consent  of  the  head  of  any  other  agency  of  the  United  States,  may 
utilize  such  officers  and  employees  of  such  agency  as  may  be  found 
necessary  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(c)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  11.  When  used  in  this  Act— 

(a)  The  term  “State  water  pollution  control  agency”  means  the 
State  health  authority,  except  that,  in  the  case  of  any  State  in  which 
there  is  a  single  State  agency,  other  than  the  State  health  authority, 
charged  with  responsibility  for  enforcing  State  laws  relating  to  the 
abatement  of  water  pollution,  it  means  such  other  State  agency. 

(b)  The  term  “interstate  agency”  means  an  agency  of  two  or  more 
States  established  by  or  pursuant  to  an  agreement  or  compact 
approved  by  the  Congress,  or  any  other  agency  of  two  or  more 
States,  having  substantial  powers  or  duties  pertaining  to  the  control 
of  pollution  of  waters. 

(c)  The  term  “treatment  works”  means  the  various  devices  used  in 
the  treatment  of  sewage  or  industrial  wastes  of  a  liquid  nature,  in¬ 
cluding  the  necessary  intercepting  sewers,  outfall  sewers,  pumping, 
power,  and  other  equipment,  and  their  appurtenances,  and  includes 
any  extensions,  improvements,  remodeling,  additions,  and  alterations 
thereof. 

(d)  The  term  “State”  means  a  State,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  [or]  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

(e)  The  term  “interstate  waters”  means  all  rivers,  lake,  and  other 
waters  that  flow  across[,]  or  form  a  part  of[,  boundaries  between 
two  or  more  States]  State  boundaries,  including  coastal  waters. 

(f)  The  term  “municipality”  means  a  city,  town,  borough,  county, 
parish,  district,  or  other  public  body  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State 
law  and  having  jurisdiction  over  disposal  of  sewage,  industrial  wastes, 
or  other  wastes. 
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OTHER  AUTHORITY  NOT  AFFECTED 

Sec.  12.  This  Act  shall  not  be  construed  as  (1)  superseding  or 
limiting  the  functions,  under  any  other  law,  of  the  Surgeon  General 
or  of  the  Public  Health  Service,  or  of  any  other  officer  or  agency  of 
the  United  States,  relating  to  water  pollution,  or  (2)  affecting  or  im¬ 
pairing  the  provisions  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act,  1924,  or  sections  13 
through  17  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  making  appropriations  for  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  March  3,  1899,  as 
amended,  or  (3)  affecting  or  impairing  the  provisions  of  any  treaty  of 
the  United  States. 

SEPARABILITY 

Sec.  3.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act,  or  the  application  of  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the 
application  of  such  provision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances,  and 
the  remainder  of  this  Act,  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 


SHORT  TITLE 


Sec.  14.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act”. 


o 


87th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  97 

H.  R.  6441 

[Report  No.  306] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  18, 1961 

Mr.  Blatnik  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 

April  25, 1961 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 

A  BILL 

To  amend  tlie  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  (a)  the  last  sentence  of  section  1  (a)  of  the  Eed- 

4  eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  466(a)  )  is 

5  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “To  this  end,  the  Secretary  of 
G  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (hereinafter  in  this  Act 

7  called  the  ‘Secretary’)  shall  administer  this  Act.” 

8  (b)  Section  1  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

9  follows : 

10  “  (b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  construed  as  impairing 


I 


2 


1  or  in  any  manner  affecting  any  right  or  jurisdiction  of  the 

2  States  with  respect  to  the  waters  of  such  States,  including 

3  but  not  limited  to  the  power,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of 

4  such  States  to  enforce  State  water  pollution  control  laws  and 

5  regulations.” 

6  (c)  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  h  a«d  $  and  7  and  the  first 

7  sentence  of  section  10(a)  of  such  Act  are  each  amended 
3  by  striking  out  “Surgeon  General”  and  “Surgeon  Gen- 
9  eral’s”  wherever  they  appear  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 

1°  thereof  “Secretary”  and  “Secretary’s”,  respectively. 

11  (d)  Sections  4(a)  and  7(c)  of  such  Act  are  each 

12  amended  by  striking  out  “Public  Health  Service”  and  in- 

13  serting  in  lieu  thereof  “Department  of  Health,  Education, 

14  and  Welfare”. 

15  (e)  Sections  7(a)  (2)  (B)  and  10(b)  are  each 
Id  amended  by  striking  out  “Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
17  and  Welfare”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary”. 

1®  (f)  Section  10  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

19  out  the  second  and  third  sentences  thereof. 

20  Sec.  2.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  4  of  the  Federal 

21  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 

22  paragraph  (4)  thereof  the  following :  “:  Provided,  That  the 

23  total  sum  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 

24  for  fellowships  pursuant  to  this  subparagraph  shall  not  ex- 

25  ceed  $100,000-j-an4”. 
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)b)-  Paragraph  -(b)-  of  subsection  -(a)-  ©I  section  4  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and 
inserting  in  hen  thereof  the  following-:  an-ehb 

-(e)-  (b)  Section  4  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

“(d)  The  Secretary  shall  establish,  equip,  and  maintain 
field  laboratory  and  research  facilities,  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited  to,  one  to  be  located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the 
United  States,  one  in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the  mid- 
western  area,  one  in  the  southwestern  area,  one  in  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest,  and  one  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  for  the  con¬ 
duct  of  research,  investigations,  experiments,  field  demon¬ 
strations  and  studies,  and  training  relating  to  the  prevention 
and  control  of  water  pollution.  Insofar  as  practicable,  each 
such  facility  shall  be  located  near  institutions  of  higher  learn¬ 
ing  in  which  graduate  training  in  such  research  might  be 
carried  out. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  research  and  techni¬ 
cal  development  work,  and  make  studies,  with  respect  to 
the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  an 
analysis  of  the  present  and  projected  future  water  quality 
of  the  Great  Lakes  under  varying  conditions  of  waste  treat¬ 
ment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  of  the  water  quality  needs 
of  those  to  be  served  by  such  waters,  an  evaluation  of  munici¬ 
pal,  industrial,  and  vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal  prac- 
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tices  with  respect  to  such  waters,  and  a  study  of  alternate 
means  of  solving  water  pollution  problems  (including  addi¬ 
tional  waste  treatment  measures)  with  respect  to  sueh 
waters.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  im¬ 
mediately  following  “June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000”  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “,  and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  $5,000,000”. 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  4(4)  thereof,  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  of  paragraph  5 (5)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  and”  and”  and  by  adding  after 

such  paragraph  5(o)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“(6)  sets  forth  the  criteria  used  by  the  State  in 
determining  priority  of  projects  as  provided  in  section 
6(b)  (4).” 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (2)  of  section  6  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

■“-(-2)  grant  shah  ho  mado  for  any  pr-ojeet  in  an  amount 
follows:  “(2)  no  grant  shall  he  made  for  any  project  in  an 
amount  exceeding  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller: 

(A)  $800,000,  or  (B)  the  total  of  30  per  centum  of  the  first 
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$1,000,000  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  project  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  plus  15  per  centum  of  the  next 
$2,000,000  of  such  cost,  plus  10  per  centum  of  the  remainder 
of  such  cost:  Provided,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the 
remaining  cost:  Provided,  further,  That  in  the  case  of  a 
project  which  will  serve  more  than  one  municipality  (A) 
the  Secretary  shall,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be 
reasonable  and  equitable,  allocate  to  each  municipality  to  be 
served  by  such  project  its  share  of  the  estimated  reasonable 
cost  of  such  project,  and  shall  then  apply  the  foregoing 
limitations  in  this  clause  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a 
separate  project  to  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any 
grant  wdiich  may  be  made  under  this  section  with  respect  to 
each  such  share,  and  the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  deter¬ 
mined  or  $2,400,000,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  shall  be  the 
maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  he  made  under 
this  section  on  account  of  such  project,  and  (B)  for  purposes 
of  the  limitation  in  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (d),  the 
share  of  each  municipality  so  determined  shall  be  regarded  as 
a  grant  for  the  construction  of  treatment  works”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  “and”  after  clause  (3)  and  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause  (4)  :  and  (5) 

no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  under  this  section 
in  any  State  in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000  until  a  grant 
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has  been  made  thereunder  for  each  project  (A)  for  which 
an  application  was  filed  with  the  appropriate  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  clause  and  (B)  which  the  Secretary  determines  met 
the  requirements  of  this  section  and  regulations  thereunder 
as  in  effect  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment”. 

(c)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  final  period  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “,  except  that  any  such  allotment 
which  is  not  obligated  within  six  months  following  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  it  was  made  because  of  a  lack 
of  projects  which  have  been  approved  under  subsection 
(b)  (1)  of  this  section,  or  certified  as  entitled  to  priority 
under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section,  shall  be  reallotted 
by  the  Secretary,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  rea¬ 
sonable  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regulations 
promulgated  by  him.  Any  amount  made  available  to  a  State 
by  reallotments  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in 
addition  to  amounts  otherwise  allotted  to  such  State  under 
this  section,  and  shall  be  available  for  payments  with  respect 
to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under 
this  section  prior  to  the  close  of  the  fiscal  yea.r  following  the 
year  for  which  the  original  allotment  was  made.” 
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(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$50,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$100,- 
000,000”,  and  by  striking  out  “$500,000,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,000,000,000”. 

(e)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(f)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as  may 
be  necessary  to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  em¬ 
ployed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for  which 
grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  wages  at 
rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work 
on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Act 
of  March  3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  (46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.O.  276a  through  276a-5).” 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (1) 
of  section  7  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “There  is  hereby  established 
in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  a 
Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board,  composed  of  the 
Secretary  or  his  designee,  who  shall  be  chairman,  and  nine 
members  appointed  by  the  President,  none  of  whom  shall  be 
Federal  officers  or  employees.” 
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(b)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  (A)  of 
such  section  7  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof:  and  (iii)  the  term  of  any  member  under 
the  preceding  provisions  shall  be  extended  until  the  date 
on  which  his  successor’s  appointment  is  effective”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“enforcement  measures  against  pollution  of 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  the  matter  causing 
or  contributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into 
such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a 
tributary  of  such  waters) ,  which  endangers  the  health  or 
welfare  of  any  persons,  shall  be  subject  to  abatement  as 
provided  in  this  Act. 

“  (b)  Consistent  with  the  policy  declaration  of  this  Act, 
State  and  interstate  action  to  abate  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  shall  be  encouraged  and  shall  not  be  displaced  by 
Federal  enforcement  action  except  as  otherwise  provided  by 
or  pursuant  to  a  final  order  issued  in  accordance  with  sub¬ 
section  (e)  of  this  section  or  a  court  order  under  subsection 
(g)  of  this  section. 

“(c)  (1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any 
State,  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or  (with 
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the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency 
for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  situated)  the  gov¬ 
erning  body  of  any  municipality,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such 
request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which  is  en¬ 
dangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or 
contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give  formal  notifi¬ 
cation  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  in¬ 
terstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where  such 
discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall  call  promptly 
a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if 
any,  of  the  State  or  States,  if  any,  which  may  be  adversely 
affected  by  such  pollution.  Whenever  requested  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  any  State,  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency, 
or  (with  the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is 
situated)  the  governing  body  of  any  municipality,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or 
discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  origi¬ 
nates,  give  formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  request- 
H.  R.  6441 - 2 
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mg  State  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and 
shall  promptly  call  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies 
and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  and  inter¬ 
state  agency,  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State,  unless,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Secretary,  the  effect  of  such  pollution  on 
the  legitimate  uses  of  the  waters  is  not  of  such  significance 
to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction  under  this  section. 
The  Secretary  shall  also  call  such  a  conference  whenever,  on 
the  basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason  to 
believe  that  any  pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and 
endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  originate  is 
occurring. 

“  (2)  The  agencies  called  to  attend  such  conference  may 
bring  such  persons  as  they  desire  to  the  conference.  Not 
less  than  three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  the  conference  date 
shall  be  given  to  such  agencies. 

“(3)  Following  this  conference,  the  Secretary  shall 
prepare  and  forward  to  all  the  water  pollution  control  agen¬ 
cies  attending  the  conference  a  summary  of  conference 
discussions  including  (A)  occurrence  of  pollution  of  navi¬ 
gable  waters  subject  to  abatement  under  this  Act;  (B) 
adequacy  of  measures  taken  toward  abatement  of  the  pollu¬ 
tion;  and  (C)  nature  of  delays,  if  any,  being  encountered 
in  abating  the  pollution. 
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“(d)  If  the  Secretary  believes,  upon  the  conclusion  of 
the  conference  or  thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward 
abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that  the 
health  or  welfare  of  any  persons  is  being  endangered,  he  shall 
recommend  to  the  appropriate  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  that  it  take  necessary  remedial  action.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  allow  at  least  six  months  from  the  date  he  makes 
such  recommendations  for  the  taking  of  such  recommended 
action. 

“(e)  If,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  period  so  allowed,  such 
remedial  action  is  not  taken  or  action  which  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Secretary  is  reasonably  calculated  to  secure 
abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  taken,  the  Secretary  shall 
call  a  public  hearing,  to  be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the 
places  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution  originated,  before  a  Hearing  Board 
of  five  or  more  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  Each 
State  in  which  any  discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such 
pollution  originates  and  each  State  claiming  to  be  adversely 
affected  by  such  pollution  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
select  one  member  of  the  Hearing  Board  and  at  least  one 
member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the  Hearing  Board 
shall  be  persons  other  than  officers  or  employees  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  At  least 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


12 


three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  such  hearing  shall  be  given  to 
the  State  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate 
agencies,  if  any,  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hearing  and 
the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters.  On  the  basis  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  presented  at  such  hearing,  the  Hearing  Board  shall 
make  findings  as  to  whether  pollution  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  is  occurring  and  whether  effective  progress  to¬ 
ward  abatement  thereof  is  being  made.  If  tbe  Hearing 
Board  finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and  effective  progress 
toward  abatement  is  not  being  made  it  shall  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Secretary  concerning  the  measures,  if  any, 
which  it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  secure  abate¬ 
ment  of  such  pollution.  Such  findings  and  recommendations 
shall  be  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
except  to  the  extent,  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  at  such 
hearing,  he  believes  additional  or  different  findings  or  recom¬ 
mendations  are  warranted.  The  Secretary  shall  send  his 
findings  and  recommendations  to  the  person  or  persons  dis¬ 
charging  any  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollu¬ 
tion,  together  with  an  order  specifying  a  reasonable  time,  but 
not  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  such 
order,  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pollution  in  accordance 
with  such  findings  and  recommendations.  Such  order  shall 
become  final  on  the  sixtieth  day  after  the  date  of  its  issuance 
unless  an  appeal  is  taken  as  provided  in  subsection  -fbf  (f). 
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The  Secretary  shall  also  send  a  copy  of  such  findings  and 
recommendations  and  such  order  to  the  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if  any,  attending  the 
hearings  as  a  party  of  record. 

“(f)  An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  any  such  order  of 
the  Secretary  by  any  person  who  has  been  made  subject  to 
such  order  to  the  United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the  cir¬ 
cuit  in  which  any  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  pollution  subject  to  abatement  by  such  order 
originates  by  filing  with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal  within 
sixty  days  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  order.  The  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  court  shall  attach  upon  the  filing  of  such  notice. 
A  copy  of  such  notice  shall  forthwith  be  transmitted  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Secretary  or  any  officer  designated 
by  him  for  that  purpose  and  to  any  other  person  who  re¬ 
ceived  a  copy  of  the  Secretary’s  order.  The  Secretary  shall 
thereupon  file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the  proceedings  be¬ 
fore  the  Hearing  Board  as  provided  in  section  2112  of  title 
28,  United  States  Code,  together  with  his  findings  of  fact 
and  recommendations.  Such  findings  of  the  Secretary,  if 
supported  by  substantial  evidence  when  considered  on  the 
record  as  a  whole,  shall  be  conclusive,  but  the  court  for  good 
cause  shown  may  remand  the  case  to  the  Secretary  for  the 
taking  of  additional  evidence  in  such  manner  and  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  court  may  deem  proper.  The 
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Secretary  may  thereupon  make  or  cause  to  be  made  new  or 
modified  findings  of  fact  and  recommendations,  and  he  shall 
file  with  the  court  the  record  of  such  further  proceedings, 
the  new  or  modified  findings  and  recommendations,  and  his 
recommendations,  if  any,  for  the  setting  aside  or  modifica¬ 
tion  of  his  original  order.  Such  new  or  modified  findings 
shall  likewise  be  conclusive  if  supported  by  substantial 
evidence  when  considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole. 

“  (g)  Upon  the  basis  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
filed  with  it,  the  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enter  an 
order  affirming  or  setting  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
order  of  the  Secretary.  The  judgment  of  the  court  shall  he 
final,  subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  upon  certiorari  or  certification  as  provided  in  section 
1254  of  title  28  of  the  United  States  Code. 

“  (h)  The  United  States  district  courts  shall  have  juris¬ 
diction  of  any  civil  action  brought  by  the  Attorney  General 
at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  to  enforce  any  order  issued 
under  this  section  by  the  Secretary,  or  by  a  United  States 
court  of  appeals. 

(i)  Members  of  any  Hearing  Board  appointed  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (e)  who  are  not  regular  full-time  officers 
or  employees  of  the  United  States  shall,  while  participating 
in  the  hearing  conducted  by  such  Board  or  otherwise 
engaged  on  the  work  of  such  Board,  receive  compensation 
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at  a  rat©  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100 
per  diem,  including  travel  time,  and  while  away  from  their 
homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed 
travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 
authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b— 2 )  for  persons  in  the 
Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

“  (j)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘person’  includes 
an  individual,  corporation,  partnership,  association,  State, 
municipality,  and  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(k>  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘municipality’ 
means  a  city,  town,  borough,  county,  parish,  district,  or 
other  public  body  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law.” 

Sec.  7.  Section  9  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentences :  “In  his  summary  of  any  conference  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  8(c)  (3)  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
include  references  to  any  discharges  allegedly  contributing 
to  pollution  from  any  Federal  property.  Notice  of  any 
hearing  pursuant  to  section  8(e)  involving  any  pollution 
alleged  to  be  effected  by  any  such  discharges  shall  also  be 
given  to  the  Federal  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
property  involved  and  the  findings  and  recommendations  of 
the  Hearing  Board  conducting  such  hearing  shall  also  include 
references  to  any  such  discharges  which  are  contributing  to 
the  pollution  found  by  such  Hearing  Board.” 
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Seo.  8.  Section  11  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsections  (d)  and 
(e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(d)  The  term  ‘State’  means  a  State,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  Guam. 

“(e)  The  term  ‘interstate  waters’  means  all  rivers, 
lakes,  and  other  waters  that  flow  across  or  form  a  part  of 
State  boundaries,  including  coastal  waters.” 

Sec.  9.  In  the  case  of  any  discharge  or  discharges  caus¬ 
ing  or  contributing  to  water  pollution  with  respect  to  which 
the  actions  of  the  Surgeon  General  or  the  Secretary  pre¬ 
scribed  under  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
have  already  been  completed  prior  to  such  enactment,  the 
provisions  of  such  section  as  so  in  effect  shall  continue  to  be 
applicable  until  the  pollution  caused  by  such  discharge  or 
discharges  has  been  abated. 

Sec.  10.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  report  on  minimum  wage  bill.  Rep.  Johnson, 

Calif.,  introduced  and  discussed  bill  t/  pr^yide  increased  authorizations  for 
forest  roads  and  trails. 


HOUSE 


1.  MINIMUM  WAGE.  Received  yhe  conference  report  on  H.NR.  3935,  the  minimum  wage 
bill  (H.  Rept,  327) (pn/  6541-7) .  As  reported  by  the\conf erence  committee  the 
bill  includes  the  following  provisions: 

Increases  the  minimum  wage  for  presently  covered  employees  to  $1.15  an  hour 
on  the  effective  date  of  the  bill  and  to  $1.25  an  hour  2  Years  thereafter; 

Increases  the/minimum  wage  for  newly  covered  employees \o  $1.25  an  hour  over 
a  5-year  period; 

Exempts  workers  who  may  occasionally  engage  in  livestock  auction  operations 
as  an  adjunct  to  their  regular  work  of  raising  livestock; 

Exempts' workers  employed  at  country  elevators  that  market  farfti  products  for 
farmers  ./provided  not  more  than  5  employees  are  employed  at  the  elevator; 

Exempts  workers  engaged  in  ginning  cotton  for  market  at  any  location  in  a 
country  where  cotton  is  grown  in  commercial  quantities; 

:empts  workers  engaged  in  processing  shade-grown  tobacco  for  use  a^y cigar 
wrapper  tobacco  if  the  workers  are  engaged  in  the  growing  and  harvesting\of 
mch  tobacco; 

Exempts  workers  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  fruits  and  vegetables  from 
the  farm  to  a  place  of  first  processing  or  first  marketing  within  the  same  Sfc^te 
and  the  transportation  between  the  farm  and  any  point  within  the  same  State  oJ 
workers  employed  or  to  be  employed  in  the  harvesting  of  the  commodity; 


-  2  - 


Requires  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  when  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  employ¬ 
ment  in  an  industry  under  the  act  has  decreased  or  is  likely  to  decrease  bee 
>f  foreign  competition,  to  investigate  the  matter  and  report  to  the  Preside 
Congress;  and 

Requires  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  study  the  system  of  exemptions  now/hvail- 
for  handling  and  processing  of  agricultural  products  and  to  submit/to  the 
2nd  session  of  the  37th  Congress  a  report  on  the  results  of  the  studjy3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 with 
tdations  for  further  legislation  designed  to  simplify  and  reipove  in¬ 
equities  in  the  application  of  such  exemptions. 


se 


2.  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H,  R.  6441,  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a 
more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control,  p.  6563 


3.  ECONOMIC  REPORT,  6*p.  Patman  submitted  the  Joint  Economi< 
Economic  Report  (H.  Njtept.  323)  .  pp.  6563 


'committee' s  1961 


4.  STEAMSHIP  CONFERENCES.  'XThe  "Daily  Digest"  states  tha*'  the  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  Subcommittee  on  Steamship  Conferences  "ordered  a  clean  bill  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House,  for  reporting  to  the  full  comprfittee,  in  lieu  of  H.  R.  4299, 
to  provide  for  the  operatio\of  steamship  conferences."  p.  D304 


5.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced7 that  the  conference  report  on 
H.  R.  3935,  the  minimum  wage  birl,  and  H.  R/  6441,  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  Bor  a  move  effective  program  of  water  pollution 
control,  will  be  considered  today,  Xay  Y  pi.  6556-7 


V.TE 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Appropriations  C^rmittee  woted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  without  amendment  H.  R.  6518,  to  appropriate  $500  million  for  the  Inter- 
American  Social  and  Economic  Cooperation  Program  and  $100  million  for  the  Chiles 
Reconstruction  and  Rehabilitation  Program,  p\D30l 


7.  EDUCATION ^  The  Education  Subcommittee  of  the  Labo\  and  Public  Welfare  Committee 
voted  to  report  to  the  fj/ll  committee  S.  1021,  to  provide  Federal  assistance  for 
public  school  facilities,  including  schools  in  Federally  impacted  areas, 
p.  D302  7 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Rhodes  inserting  article  expressing 
approval  of  HpUse  passage  of  the  aid  bill  for  Latin  America,  ^pp.  A3002-3 


9.  TRANSPORTATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Shelley  commending  and  inserting  an 
article  discussing  current  dual  rate  legislation,  pp.  A3009-10 


10.  FARMlfe  SEARCH.  Rep.  Ellsworth  inserted  an  article,  "Big  Lag  Is  Found  i\Farm 
Research  —  Less  Than  1  Percent  of  Income  Is  Spent  for  Agriculture."  p/\A2989 


TAXATION.  Rep.  Ellsworth  inserted  an  article  "A  Sound  Tax  Purpose:  To  Boos'*  the 
Economy,  criticizing  the  President's  proposal  for  the  cancellation  of  the 
exemption  and  4-percent  credit  on  dividend  taxers,  p.  A2996 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

1st  Session  j  |  No.  329 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  6441 


May  2,  1961. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Delaney,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  274] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  274,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  41 

H.  RES.  274 

[Report  No.  329] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  EEPEESENTATIVES 

May  2, 1961 

Mr.  Delaney,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  E.  6441)  to 

5  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 

6  for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control. 

7  After  general  debate,  which  shall  he  confined  to  the  bill,  and 

8  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 

9  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem- 

10  her  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be 

11  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  con- 

12  elusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  hill  for  amendment,  the 


Y 


2 


1  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 

2  such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  pre- 

3  vious  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 

4  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 

5  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  ybnference  report  on  minimum  wage  bill.  House 
committee  reported  bill  to  increase  per  diem  travel  rates.  Rep.  Roosevelt  urged 
prohibition  of  integrated  food  retailing  and  meat  parking  activities. 


SENATi 


1.  MINIMUM  WAGE.  By/votes  of  64  to  28  in  the  Senate  and  230  to  196  in  the  House, 

both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  3935,  to  apiend  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  to  provide  for  the  coverage  of  additional  workers  and  to  in¬ 
crease  the  nanimum  wage  gradually  to  $1.25  an  hour  (pp.  6615-7,  6^38-45,  6710- 
26).  This/bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  See  Digest  73  msjr  provisions 
of  the  bill  of  interest  to  this  Department. 

2.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  a  report  of  the  Lake  States  Forest  Fir^v Research 
Conference  recommending  development  of  improved  methods  of  forest  fire  prayen- 
ttdn  and  control  through  research  in  the  Lake  States  area.  pp.  6569-70 

FOREIGN  AID;  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  6518,  to  appropriate  $500  million  for  the  Inter-American  Social  and 
Economic  Cooperation  Program  and  $100  million  for  the  Chilean  Reconstruction  and 
Rehabilitation  Program  (3.  Rept.  201) ,  p,  6570 
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4.  FARM  LABOR.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  without  ament 

S.  Con,  Res.  23,  to  authorize  the  printing  of  additional  copies  of  the  hea^lngi 
on  migratory  labor  held  by  the  Migratory  Labor  Subcommittee  during  the  1st  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  86th  Congress,  pp.  6570-1 

\  Sen.  Javits  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial,  '’Labor  from  Mexico,"  stating 
that  "the  time  has  come  for  the  Federal  Government  to  stop  fostering/the  use  o' 
cheap  foreign  labor  to  the  detriment  of  American  workers."  p.  659< 


5.  PERSONAL.  Received  from  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Nop^ssential 

Federal  Expenditures  its  report  on  Federal  employment  and  pay  /or  March  1961. 
pp,  6571-4 


6.  ECONOMIC  REPORT.  Received  from  the  Joint  Economic  Commit t^4  its  report  on  the 
1961  Economic  Report  of  the  President,  p.  6574 

Sen,  Proxmire  inserted  the  text  of  his  views  dissenting  from  the  views  of 
the  majority  of  rtie  committee  in  its  report,  pp.  659/-9 


7.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Neuberger  commended  the  observance  of  Soil  Stewardship 
Week,  May  7  to  14,  an'd^  inserted  a  statement  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  ori'  the  importance  of  conserving  the  soil.  pp.  6596-7 


8.  DEPRESSED  AREA.S;  FEDERAL  EJt^ENDITURES.  Sen.  i>yrd,  Va. ,  inserted  a  newspaper 
article,  "Back-Door  Spending  --  Depressed  Area  Program  To  Join  Long  List  Fi¬ 
nanced  Direct  From  U.  S.  Treasury."  pp.  ,6611-2 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a'' statement  of  the  National  Catholic  Rural 
Life  Conference  discussing  agricultural  conditions  and  suggesting  methods  de¬ 
signed  to  improve  living  standards  /&£  farm  families  and  the  farm  economy,  pp, 
6624-8 

Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  the  platform  Adopted  by  the  Illinois  Young  Republican 
College  Federation  dealing  withs  various  \atters,  including  agriculture,  pp. 
6650-2 


10,  TEXTILES.  Sen.  Javits  stated  that  the  President's  announced  program  of  assist¬ 


ance  to  the  U.  S.  textile  industry  was  "a  commendable  first  step  toward  the 


assumption  of  governmental  responsibility  to  helV  those  injured  by  trade  poli¬ 
cies  pursued  in  the  ^dtional  interest,"  and  inserted  several  items  on  the 
matter,  pp.  6663-6, 


HOUSE 


11, 


WATER  POLLUTION.  By  a  vote  of  307  to  110,  passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  6441,  tc 
amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective 
program  of  water  pollution  control  (pp.  6673-710,  6729-30).  The  bill  provides 
that  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall  administer  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  and  authorizes  the  establishment  of  re¬ 
gional  water  pollution  control  laboratories  in  various  sections  of  the  country. 
It  increases  the  appropriation  authority  for  program  grants  to  State  and  inter¬ 
state  agencies  from  $3  million  to  $5  million  annually,  extends  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  June  30,  1971,  and  authorizes  an  increase  in  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  to  communities  to  assist  them  in  the  construction  of  needed  waste  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  from  the  present  $50  million  annually  to  $100  million  annually 

and  an  increase  in  the  total  grant  authorization  from  $500  million  to  $1  bil¬ 
lion. 


House  of  Representatives 


The  Hou^e  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered Nthe  following  prayer: 

The  words  of  aesus  in  John  9:4:/  must 
work  the  works\)f  Him  that  sent  Me, 
while  it  is  day  for  the  night  cometh, 
when  no  man  can  imrk. 

Most  merciful  and  gracious  God,  grant 
that  our  lives,  which  arh  so  brief  at  their 
longest  and  so  broken  at\heir  best,  may 
in  these  dark  days  be  aglow  with  the 
light  and  leading  of  Thy  divhie  spirit. 

May  this  be  for  us  a  time  oMaith  and 
good  works  and,  in  a  world  shaken  with 
strife,  may  "We  join  hands  and  hearts  in 
a  new  convenant  of  love  and  loyalty, 
pledging  our  allegiance  to  those  age¬ 
long  values  and  lofty  principles  wmqh 
are  eternal  and  forever  true. 

We  earnestly  beseech  Thee  that  theN 
difficult  problems  which  demand  to  be 
solved  and  the  things  which  are  happen¬ 
ing  may  never  cause  us  to  be  down¬ 
hearted  and  dismayed. 

Inspire  us  to  be  numbered  among 
those  valiant  and  heroic  souls  who  be¬ 
lieve  that  a  better  day  is  coming  and 
are  continually  praying  and  working  for 
it  and  are  seeking  to  prove  ready  for  it 
and  worthy  to  receive  it. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Sundry  messages  in  writing  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States  were  com¬ 
municated  to  the  House  by  Mr.  Ratch- 
ford,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


POLAND  LOOKS  FORWARD  T$ 
FREEDOM 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  gi/n  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker/  throughout 
their  whole  history,  the /Polish  people 
have  never  surrendered/  From  time  to 
time,  their  country  ha/been  invaded  by 
powerful  neighbors.  At  has  been  occu¬ 
pied  by  foreign  troops.  But  every  effort 
to  subjugate  Poland  has  failed  because 
the  deep  and  enduring  faith  of  the  Pol¬ 
ish  people  in  freedom  can  never  be  con¬ 
quered. 

On  May  /of  every  year,  people  of  Pol¬ 
ish  origin/ throughout  the  world  cele¬ 
brate  their  Constitution  Day,  as  they 
have  d6ne  for  170  years,  and  will  con- 
tinu/o  celebrate,  forevermore.  In  this 
they  are  joined  by  hundreds  of  millions 
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of  freemen  who  are  one  with  them  in 
spirit  as  they  affirm  the  irrevocable 
right  to  “government  of,  by,  and  for  the 
people.” 

We  in  the  United  States,  where  so 
many  of  our  friends  and  neighbors  are 
of  Polish  ancestry,  admire  the  accom¬ 
plishments  and  the  qualities  which  they 
contribute  to  the  mainstream  of  Ameri¬ 
can  life.  Because  of  the  close  spiritual 
kinship  between  Poland  and  the  United 
States,  we  shall  give  every  aid  and  en¬ 
couragement  to  the  Polish  people  in  re¬ 
gaining  them  independence. 

In  honoring  the  great  national  holiday 
of  Poland,  we  are  serving  notice  on  the. 
Kremlin  that  we  shall  never  be  divertec 
from  our  friendship  for  and  loyalty  /o 
the  Polish  people  and  their  right  to  a 
representative  government  chosen 
through  free  and  democratic  elec  felons. 

vTo  the  Polish  people  we  sefr id  this 
message:  “We  are  celebrating/our  Con¬ 
stitution  Day  to  let  you  knmv  that  we 
shall  Vever  forget  what  v/ owe  to  you. 
The  tin^e  of  your  liberation  is  coming 
nearer." 

YEAR-ROUND  COMMERCE  ON  THE 
GREAT  LAKES 

(Mr.  ASHLE/asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  oxt/d  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Records 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Mr. 'Speaker,  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  agcr  a  number  ok  House  Members 
representing  the  Great  l\kes  area  joined 
with  me  in  introducing  alaill  to  provide 
for  /  investigation  and  study  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  of  ways 'of  making 
the  Great  Lakes  and  the  St.  ^Lawrence 
Seaway  available  for  navigation  on 
'a  year-round  basis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  unnecessary  fds.  me 
at  this  time  to  cite  the  astonishing  in¬ 
crease  in  tonnage  which  has  taken  plat 
in  Great  Lakes  shipping  since  World  WaiN 
II.  This,  of  course,  is  the  result  of  a 
natural  increase  in  our  domestic  econ¬ 
omy,  of  increased  imports  of  minerals 
from  Canada  and  elsewhere,  and — per¬ 
haps  most  dramatically — as  a  result  of 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

I  hardly  need  point  out,  too,  that  this 
increased  activity  has  taken  place  in  an 
inland  waterway  which,  because  of  ice 
conditions,  operates  only  8  months  a 
year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  the  increased  tech¬ 
nology  which  is  now  available  to  us,  and 
with  the  ever-increasing  commercial 
challenges  which  our  Na'tion  must  meet 
in  the  years  ahead,  the  time  has  come  to 
explore  the  feasibility  of  maintaining 
Great  Lakes  shipping  on  a  year-round 
basis.  Considerable  scientific  thought 
has  already  been  directed  to  this  matter 


and  it  is  for  this  ve&sefn  that  legislation 
is  now  being  introcWced  for  a  compre¬ 
hensive  review  an/  correlation  of  such 
factors  as  water/  thermal  conditions, 
geography,  pr/ailing  weather  condi¬ 
tions,  and  otper  factors  which,  if  not 
immediately /must  be  explored  in  order 
to  eventually  extend  the  shipping  season 
for  year-yound  commerce  on  the  Great 
Lakes. 


PO/TICAL  FUNDRAISING  TACTICS 
)F  SECRETARY  UDALL  DEMON¬ 
STRATE  NEED  OF  KENNEDY 
ETHICS  BILL 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  ’  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  this  morning  carried  a  story 
which  indicated  that  Secretary  of  In¬ 
terior  Stewart  Udall  admitted  he  has 
organized  class  C  and  other  top-drawer 
Interior  officials  into  a  Democratic  Party 
ticket  sales  agency,  for  the  specific  pur¬ 
pose  of  selling  $100  tickets  for  the  forth¬ 
coming  celebration  of  President  Ken¬ 
nedy’s  birthday. 

The  article  states  further  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  has  directed  these  public  servants 
to  sell  tickets  to  other  persons  who  have 
contact  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

I  regard  this  as  highly  improper  and  I 
suggest  that  the  President  clean  house 
at  the  Department  of  Interior.  It  is 
apparent  that  the  Secretary  has  outlived 
his  usefulness  as  an  administrator  and 
has  lost  the  trust  of  the  American  people. 

If  the  President  wants  to  use  Udall  as 
chief  ticket  salesman,  he  should  get 
someone  else  as  Secretary  of  Interior. 
The  high-sounding  phrases  of  the  Ken¬ 
nedy  presidential  campaign  would  seem 
to  demand  that  a  man  who  attempts  to 
use  his  high  Government  position  for  po¬ 
litical  fundraising  be  removed  from  the 
ibinet. 

president  Kennedy  has  had  much  to 
say  HJ  the  past  about  conflict  of  interest. 
Secretary  Udall’s  scandalous  betrayal  of 
trust  i/obviously  in  conflict  with  the  in¬ 
terest  of\the  American  people  in  good 
governmer 

Referring  to  the  President’s  recent 
message  to  tlje  Congress  on  ethics,  I 
commended  his  .statement  at  that  time, 
and  in  particular-  his  conclusion  that 
these  recommended  standards  can  be 
best  maintained  by  personal  example  of 
those  in  leadership,  "phis  statement  ap¬ 
pealed  to  me  then.  i(<  appeals  to  me 
now.  Mr.  Udall’s  actions  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  are  in  direct  contradiction  to  this 
presidential  declaration.  Hq  is  a  prime 
example  of  the  need  for  a  code  of  ethics. 
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5MMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 

SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Conimittee  on  Public  Works  may 
have  until  midnight  tonight  to  file  a  re¬ 
port  on  the'bill  H.R.  5963. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  \f  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  CORPORATION — MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES  (H.  DOC.  NO.  153) 
The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  tire  President 
of  the  United  States,  which  Was  read 
and,  together  with  the  accompanying 
papers,  referred  to  the  Commitcee  on 
Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  pitted 
with  illustrations: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
10  of  Public  Law  358,  83d  Congress,  I 
transmit  herewith  for  the  information  of 
the  Congress  the  report  of  the  St. 
Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corpora¬ 
tion,  covering  its  activities  for  the  year 
ended  December  31,  1960. 

John  F.  Kennedy. 
The  White  House,  May  3, 1961. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  3  OF 
1961— MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI¬ 
DENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
(H.  DOC.  NO.  152) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  which  was 
read  and,  together  with  the  accompany¬ 
ing  papers,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  and  ordered  to 
be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  3  of  1961,  prepared  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  and  providing  for  re¬ 
organization  in  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board. 

This  Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  of  1961 
follows  upon  my  message  of  April  13, 
1961,  to  the  Congress  of  the  Unit< 
States.  It  is  believed  that  the  taking 
effect  of  tti^r  reorganizations  included  in 
this  plan  will  provide  for  greater'  effi¬ 
ciency  in  the  dispatch  of  the  business  of 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

The  plan  provides  for  gredter  flexi¬ 
bility  in  the  handling  of  the/business  be¬ 
fore  the  Board,  permitting  its  disposi¬ 
tion  at  different  levels  /o  as  better  to 
promote  its  efficient  /dispatch.  Thus 
matters  both  of  an /adjudicatory  and 
regulatory  nature  may,  depending  upon 
their  importance  send  their  complexity, 
be  finally  consummated  by  divisions  of 
the  Board,  individual  Board  members, 
hearing  exanjmers,  and,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of'' section  7(a)  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrative  Procedure  Act  of  1946  (60  Stat. 
241),  by  ether  employees.  This  will  re¬ 
lieve  the  Board  members  from  the  neces¬ 
sity  o/  dealing  with  many  matters  of 
lessor  importance  and  thus  conserve 
thefr  time  for  the  consideration  of  major 


matters  of  policy  and  planning.  There 
is,  however,  reserved  to  the  Board  as  a 
whole  the  right  to  review  any  such  de¬ 
cision,  report  or  certification  either  upon 
its  own  initiative  or  upon  the  petition  of 
a  party  or  intervenor  demonstrating  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Board  the  desir¬ 
ability  of  having  the  matter  reviewed  at 
the  top  level. 

Provision  is  also  made,  in  order  to 
maintain  the  fundamental  bipartisan 
concept  explicit  in  the  basic  statute 
creating  the  Board,  for  mandatory  re¬ 
view  of  any  such  decision,  report,  or  cer¬ 
tification  upon  the  vote  of  a  majority  of 
the  Board  less  one  member. 

Inasmuch  as  the  assignment  of  dele¬ 
gated  functions  in  particular  cases  and 
with  reference  to  particular  problems  to 
divisions  of  the  Board,  to  Board  mem¬ 
bers,  to  hearing  examiners,  to  employees, 
and  boards  of  employees  must  require 
continuous  and  flexible  handling,  de¬ 
pending  both  upon  the  amount  and  na¬ 
ture  of  the  business,  that  function  is 
^placed  in  the  Chairman  by  section  2  of 
le  plan. 

3y  providing  sound  organizational  ar¬ 
rangements,  the  taking  effect  of  the  re¬ 
organizations  included  in  the  accom-y 
panying  reorganization  plan  will  ma 
possible\more  economical  and  expedi¬ 
tious  adniinistration  of  the  affected 
functions.  \lt  is,  however,  impracticable 
to  itemize  atNthis  time  the  reductions  of 
expenditures  which  it  is  probable  will  be 
brought  about  oy  such  taking  Effect. 

After  investigation,  I  have  found  and 
hereby  declare  that  each  reorganization 
included  in  the  reorganization  plan 
transmitted  herewith  lsoiecessary  to  ac¬ 
complish  one  or  morAnf  the  purposes 
set  forth  in  section  2<a)  of  the  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Act  of  194af  as  amended. 

I  recommend  that  the  Congress  allow 
the  reorganization  plan  fq  become 
effective. 

John  F.  Kennedy. 
The  Whet^e  House,  May  3,  1961> 


WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  274)  provid- 
1  ing  for  the  consideration  of  H.R.  6441,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more 
effective  program  of  water  pollution 
control,  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
|  resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
j  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
|  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
j  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
I  6441)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 


Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective 
|  program  of  water  pollution  control.  After 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed 
two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under 
the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment, 
the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill 
to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 


shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Avery]  and  now  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resoluiton  274 
provides  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
6441,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a 
more  effective  program  of  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control.  The  resolution  provides 
for  a  straight  open  rule  with  2  hours  of 
general  debate. 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  6441  is  to  ex¬ 
tend  and  strengthen  the  Federal  water 
pollution  control  program  and  to  assist 
the  States  and  local  communities  in 
providing  for  more  effective  programs 
of  water  pollution  control  at  all  levels 
of  government. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  would  vest  in  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  full  responsibility  for  the  con¬ 
duct  of  the  Federal  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  program  authorized  by  the  act. 

Water  has  become  the  No.  1  resource 
problem  confronting  the  United  States 
today. 

The  water  problem  is  directly  related 
to  our  country’s  rapid  population  and 
economic  growth.  This  growth  is  creat¬ 
ing  a  major  impact  on  water  resources 
from  a  rapidly  growing  demand  for 
water  to  produce  the  things  we  need  to 
eat,  wear,  and  use,  and  for  an  ample 
supply  of  clean,  safe  water  for  drinking 
and  for  recreation. 

By  1980  our  population  is  expected  to 
reach  the  232-274  million  range.  Prob¬ 
ably  the  most  significant  population 
growth  trend  is  that  toward  urbanized 
living.  Also,  by  that  time  more  than 
90  percent  of  our  people  will  live  in  cities 
and  towns,  half  of  these  in  cities  over 
50,000  population  or  their  suburbs. 

In  addition  to  population  growth  and 
concentration,  the  phenomenal  growth 
of  industry  will  also  continue.  Produc¬ 
tion  of  goods  increased  sevenfold  from 
1900  to  1950  and  is  expected  to  double 
the  1950  figures  by  1975. 

The  result  of  population  and  eco¬ 
nomic-industrial  growth  will  be  a  tre¬ 
mendous  increase  in  fresh  water  use. 
By  1980,  our  estimated  fresh  water  needs 
will  nearly  double  present  water  use. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  con¬ 
ducted  hearings  for  4  days  on  the  leg¬ 
islation,  at  which  time  testimony  was 
presented  from  witnesses  representing 
municipal  and  county  goverfiment  as¬ 
sociations;  State  health,  engineering, 
and  pollution  control  administrators; 
conservation  and  civic  groups;  industry 
and  labor  representatives;  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  274. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Kansas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this,  of 
course,  is  not  a  new  proposition  to  come 
before  the  House.  It  has  been  before  the 
House  in  some  form  or  other  for  every 
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session  of  Congress  since  I  have  been  a 
Member. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  however,  that 
in  the  committee  there  has  been  no  ac¬ 
count  taken  of  this  extra  $50  million  in 
the  bill  by  the  supplementary  budget 
that  has  been  sent  to  the  Congress  by 
President  Kennedy.  Stated  in  another 
way,  it  means  that  if  this  bill  passes  with 
the  additional  $50  million  a  year,  as 
recommended  by  the  committee,  it  will 
mean  that  the  budget  for  1962  will  be 
imbalanced  by  $50  million  more  than  was 
estimated  when  the  Kennedy  supple¬ 
ment  came  to  the  Congress  a  few  weeks 
ago.  I  am  advised  that  it  was  not  in¬ 
cluded,  and  I  think  justifiably  so,  in  that 
budget  because  the  additional  $50  million 
a  year  was  not  authorized  and,  therefore, 
it  would  not  have  been  proper  to  include 
it  in  a  budget  estimate. 

The  administration  has  a  rather  nebu¬ 
lous  position  on  this  legislation,  as  I 
would  construe  it.  The  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  sup¬ 
ported  the  main  objectives  of  the  bill, 
but  he  did  not,  make  a  clear-cut  state¬ 
ment,  as  I  read'  his  letter  of  transmittal, 
in  favor  of  it. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  point  out  at 
this  time  the  minority  position.  The 
minority  has  taken  the  position  that 
there  is  some  justification  for  a  Federal 
incentive  payment,  for  the  abatement  of 
pollution  in  our  streams.  The  minority, 
however,  has  taken  the  position  that  this 
subsidy  should  be  reduced  or  confined  to 
an  incentive,  not  converted  into  another 
Federal  financial  obligation  that  goes  on, 
and  on,  and  on,  and  gets  larger  and 
larger  each  year.  That  has  been  the 
position  of  the  minority. 

President  Eisenhower  vetoed  a  bill 
similar  to  this  1  year  ago.  The  minor¬ 
ity  views  are  set  forth  in  the  report.  The 
minority  views  this  year  are  consistent 
with  the  position  taken  by  the  previous 
administration. 

There  are  a  few  principal  differences. 
One,  of  course,  is  the  increase  in  cost 
per  annum,  which  is  doubled.  There  ia 
no  use  to  discuss  it  further,  because  it 
will  be  well  covered,  I  am  sure,  when  we 
get  into  general  debate. 

Then  there  is  the  matter  of  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  This,  I  think,  is  very  important. 
The  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  extended  to  virtually  every 
stream  or  waterway  in  the  United  States, 
and  that  is  a  rather  far  reaching  depar¬ 
ture,  should  I  say,  from  the  original  bill 
passed  in  1956.  Despite  the  fact  that 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  has  been 
pretty  well  spelled  out  in  the  bill,  I  would 
like  to  ask  a  question  about  the  effect  of 
the  jurisdictional  extensions  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  the  bill. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 


The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 

[Roll  No.  45] 


Blitch 

Boykin 

Celler 

Coad 

Davis,  Tenn. 
Flynt 
Friedel 
Gray 


Hagan,  Ga. 

Jensen 

Kearns 

Kirwan 

McSween 

Murray 

O'Brien,  N.Y. 

Passman 


Riley 

Rousselot 

Selden 

Siler 

Thomas 

Van  Zandt 

Willis 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  410 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CON¬ 
TROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Aveby]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  4  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  just  before  the  point  of 
no  quorum  was  made  I  had  announced, 
as  I  analyzed  the  bill,  three  important 
differences,  and  I  was  about  to  state  the 
Republican  position  that  might  be  of¬ 
fered  in  the  way  of  amendments  after 
general  debate  has  been  completed. 

One  of  the  principal  differences  in 
this  bill  over  present  law,  of  course,  is 
the  extension  of  Federal  jurisdiction  to 
all  navigable  streams;  and  the  language 
is  so  broad  that  almost  any  stream  or 
body  of  water  within  the  continental 
United  States  might  be  included. 
Since  we  are  extending  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Federal  Government  so  far  qs 
pollution  of  water  resources  is  concerned, 
I  think  it  should  be  made  abundantly 
clear  that  we  are  not  in  any  way  inter¬ 
fering  with  or  abrogating  any  existing 
States  rights  in  the  way  of  regulation  or 
control  over  uses  of  water  within  the 
States.  I  have,  therefore,  prepared  a 
question,  a  copy  of  which  I  have  already 
given  to  the  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  who  is  in  charge 
of  this  bill,  and  also  to  the  ranking 
minority  member.  I  think  the  record- 
should  be  clear  at  this  point  at  to  \yhat 
the  intent  of  the  committee  as  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government  was  ex¬ 
tended,  so  to  speak,  in  respect  to  the  con¬ 
trol  of  water.  The  question  is  this:  By 
extending  the  control  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  abate  pollution  to  all 
navigable  streams,  has  the  committee 
made  the  record  abundantly  clear  that 
they  have  not  intended  in  any  way  to 
abrogate  or  interfere  with  any  other 
existing  State  rights,  authority,  or  con¬ 
trol  over  water  flowing  through  its  do¬ 
main  or  along  its  border? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  very  pertinent  in  asking  if  the 
committee  had  made  the  record  abun¬ 
dantly  clear  that  they  have  not  intended 
in  any  way  to  abrogate  or  interfere  with 
any  other  existing  States’  rights,  author¬ 
ity,  or  control  over  water  flowing  through 
its  domain  or  along  its  borders. 

The  answer  is,  very  definitely  and  most 
emphatically,  yes,  the  committee  has 
made  it  clear;  and  I  cite  for  the  Record 


the  language  of  the  bill  under  considera¬ 
tion,  H.R.  6441,  page  1,  line  10: 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
impairing  or  in  any  manner  affecting  any 
right  or  jurisdiction  of  the  States  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  waters  of  such  States,  including, 
but  not  limited  to  the  power,  authority,  and 
jurisdiction  of  such  States  to  enforce  State 
water-pollution  control  laws  and  regulations. 

Again,  on  page  8,  line  17,  the  bill 
states: 

State  action  *  *  *  shall  be  encouraged 
and  shall  not  be  displaced  by  Federal  en¬ 
forcement  action  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  or  pursuant  to  a  final  order  or  a 
court  order. 

Finally,  the  committee  report  states, 
page  5: 

The  committee  has  exercised  extreme  care 
to  assure  that  the  language  of  the  bill  will 
allow  continued  comprehensive  action  by  the 
States  in  the  field  of  water-pollution  con¬ 
trol.  There  certainly  can  be  no  assumption 
that  the  Federal  interest  in  the  field  of 
water-pollution  abatement  authorized  by 
this  bill  is  so  dominant  as  to  preclude  State 
action.  The  proposition  is  well  established 
that  the  protection  of  the  health  and  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  citizens  of  a  State  is  a  proper 
subject  for  the  exercise  of  the  State  police 
power.  The  bUl  provides  specifically  for  co¬ 
operation  with  the  States  and  its  aim  is  to 
encourage  and  assist  States  and  local  com¬ 
munities  in  their  efforts  to  control  water 
pollution,  not  to  usurp  or  preempt  their 
rights,  powers,  or  responsibilities  in  this  field. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  response.  Would  the  response 
made,  as  I  was  able  to  understand  it,  in 
respect  to  the  abatement  of  pollution 
apply  similarly  with  regard  to  any  other 
existing  State  right  over  waters  within 
the  domain  of  the  State? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  No,  it  would  not  af¬ 
fect,  impair,  or  detract  any  existing 
rights  whatsoever. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comment. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Workers,  the’  gentleman  from 
Florida,  if  he  concurs  in  that  response. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  with  regard  to 
abrogating  rights  of  States  in  other 
fields.  It  does  not  do  that.  It  deals 
solely  with  the  subject  of  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control.  In  the  field  of  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  it  obviously  abrogates 
existing  States  rights  under  existing 
water  pollution  control  laws.  In  these 
respects — this  is  to  some  extent  where 
the  minority  differs  with  the  majority — 
under  present  law  today  the  Federal 
Government  has  no  jurisdiction  in  the 
field  of  water  pollution  control;  under 
Public  Law  660,  it  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  intrastate  water,  waters  flowing  in 
and  arising  within  a  State  and  not 
crossing  State  boundaries.  In  that 
sense,  in  that  this  bill  does  include  intra¬ 
state  water,  it  provides  Federal  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  all  navigable  water  and  the 
State’s  responsibilities  and  the  State’s 
right  in  that  respect  are  substantially 
abrogated. 

The  second  basic  area  in  which  States 
rights  in  the  field  are  being  abrogated, 
again  where  the  minority  differs  with  the 
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majority,  the  States  do  not  have  a  right 
to  join  in  any  court  action  to  enforce 
orders  relating  to  either  interstate  or 
intrastate,  or  both  interstate  and  intra¬ 
state  waters  under  the  now  elastic  con¬ 
trols.  The  partnership  program  in 
existence  under  Public  Law  660  is  largely 
abrogated  under  the  new  bill. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
This  rule  should  be  adopted,  and  I  also 
urge  the  adoption  of  amendments  later 
to  be  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  IMr.  Lane]. 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  has  reported  that 
“Water  has  become  the  No.  1  resource 
problem  confronting  the  United  States 
today.”  Even  now,  along  heavily  popu¬ 
lated  river  banks,  the  available  water  has 
to  be  used  over  and  over  again.  Five  and 
six  time  reuse  of  water  in  our  major 
river  basins  is  a  certain  prospect. 

The  discharge  of  raw  sewage  into  these 
rivers  makes  pollution  control  an  abso¬ 
lute  necessity  to  protect  and  conserve 
the  water  quality  for  each  downstream 
community,  industry,  farm,  and  recre¬ 
ation  area.  Obviously,  this  requires  the 
complete  cooperation  of  all  concerned, 
through  the  construction  of  waste  treat¬ 
ment  works  at  various  points  along  the 
course  of  each  river. 

We  must  purify  and  reuse  available 
water,  because  the  growth  of  population 
and  industry  will  create  a  demand  that 
will  exceed  the  developed  dependable 
fresh  water  supply  by  85  billion  gallons 
daily,  within  19  years.  Research  into 
methods  of  desalting  sea  water  at  a  low 
cost,  in  order  to  serve  the  needs  of  our 
population  and  economic  growth  points 
to  the  urgency  of  our  present  water 
problem. 

The  fragmentation  of  the  news  has 
hidden  from  the  American  people  the 
seriousness  of  this  national  problem, 
and  the  extent  to  which  various  com¬ 
munities  are  trying  to  clean  up  the  pol¬ 
luted  streams  for  the  supply  of  usable 
water  that  is  essential  to  life  and  prog¬ 
ress. 

Over  the  past  4  years,  contract 
awards  for  sewage  treatment  plant  con¬ 
struction  have  average  almost  $360  mil¬ 
lion  annually — an  increase  of  62  percent 
over  the  5-year  average  before  Federal 
assistance  became  available. 

As  of  March  31,  1961,  a  total  of  2,671 
grant  offers  have  been  made  aggregat¬ 
ing  $219.3  million.  These  in  turn  sup¬ 
ported  construction  of  projects  having 
eligible  costs  totaling  $1.27  billion. 
Every  Federal  dollar  expended  has  been 
matched  by  over  $4.80  in  local  funds. 

Federal  financial  assistance  has  been 
of  substantial  help  in  the  progress  made 
so  far,  but  the  backlog  of  need  is  greater. 
According  to  the  Public  Health  Service, 
4.136  new  plants  are  required  for  23  mil¬ 
lion  people  in  communities  now  dis¬ 
charging  raw  untreated  sewage,  and 
communities  where  existing  treatment 
works  are  obsolete  and  require  replace¬ 
ment.  Another  991  communities  need 
major  additions  and  enlargements  of  ex¬ 
isting  inadequate  plants  to  provide  sat¬ 
isfactory  treatment  for  19  million  per¬ 
sons. 


In  addition  to  many  other  rivers,  the 
greater  part  of  the  Hudson  River  is  ex¬ 
cluded  under  the  present  law  from  Fed¬ 
eral  enforcement  jurisdiction  as  are  im¬ 
portant  reaches  of  the  Tennessee,  Co¬ 
lumbia,  Colorado,  and  Merrimack 
Rivers. 

The  bill  before  us  will  extend  to  them 
the  authority  for  Federal  abatement  en¬ 
forcement  action  to  the  pollution  of 
waters  which  endanger  the  health  and 
welfare  of  any  persons. 

The  older  industrial  States  of  the 
Northeast  have  shown  initiative  in  facing 
up  to  this  problem.  Since  the  enactment 
of  Public  Law  660,  five  States  in  the  Na¬ 
tion  have  originated  financial  assistance 
programs  predicated  on  the  Federal  pro¬ 
gram,  and  three  of  these  are  in  New 
England:  Maine,  Vermont,  and  New 
Hampshire.  They  are  to  be  commended 
for  their  foresight  and  willingness  to 
participate  in  a  true  Federal-State-local 
partnership.  It  is  hoped  that  other 
States  will  follow  their  example,  and 
their  sense  of  public  responsibility. 

The  seriousness  of  the  Nation’s  water 
pollution  problem  makes  it  imperative 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  assist 
local  communities  in  the  construction  of 
waste  treatment  plants,  even  in  those 
States  that  do  not  provide  similar  finan¬ 
cial  assistance.  However,  I  believe  that 
the  grant  formula  should  be  changed  to 
provide  a  larger  percentage  of  Federal 
aid  to  those  communities  where  their 
State  governments  have  assumed  a  share 
of  the  financial  responsibility. 

Summing  up,  the  additional  grants 
provided  by  H.R.  6441,  will  help  to  solve 
the  water  supply  problems  of  the  Nation 
that  are  approaching  the  critical  stage. 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  our  distinguished  majority 
leader  [Mr.  McCormack]. 

(Mr.  McCORMACK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
committee  has  done  a  very  excellent  job 
in  the  consideration  of  this  bill.  The 
bill  reported  out  is  one  that  is  for  the 
best  interests  of  our  country,  and  I  hope 
that  the  bill  as  reported  will  be  adopted 
without  any  amendments. 

The  committee  has  given  excellent 
consideration  to  the  bill  and  all  aspects 
thereof.  The  bill  now  before  us  repre¬ 
sents  not  only  necessary  legislation  but 
legislation  that  brings  about  progress  in 
the  interest  of  our  country  and  our 
people. 

One  of  the  most  important  problems 
confronting  us,  not  only  the  people  of 
America  but  people  everywhere,  is  the 
matter  of  water  pollution,  the  control 
of  our  polluted  streams,  the  cleansing  of 
them.  In  connection  with  that,  an  im¬ 
portant  matter  confronting  our  people 
is  clean,  clear  water  for  their  use.  This 
is  particularly  so  in  view  of  the  increased 
population  that  is  taking  place,  and  it 
constitutes  a  great  challenge  to  our 
country  and  to  our  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  type  of  legislation  is 
not  one  that  originated  in  one  particular 
political  party  of  the  Congress.  As  far 
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back  as  1948  Senator  Taft  and  the  then 
Senator  Barkley  were  leaders  in  not  only 
introducing  legislation  but  in  fighting 
for  the  passage  of  water  pollution  legis¬ 
lation.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  1948  that  they  submitted  as  I 
remember,  in  the  other  body  called  for 
an  $880  million  authorization.  As  I  also 
remember,  it  was  for  a  10 -year  period. 
The  program  before  us  now  calls  for  a 
$100  million  authorization  each  year  for 
a  period  of  10  years,  so  that  the  program 
before  us  now  constitutes  in  its  entirety 
$1  billion.  Already,  under  the  law  upon 
the  statute  books,  more  than  2,600  local¬ 
ities  have  received  $220  million  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  and  the  total  construction 
cost  of  those  projects  is  $1.27  billion.  In 
other  words,  for  every  dollar  appropri¬ 
ated  by  the  Federal  Government  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  program  the  local 
communities,  either  State  or  local  sub¬ 
divisions,  have  contributed  close  to  5 
additional  dollars. 

This  legislation  has  the  support  of  the 
American  Municipal  Association,  the 
Conference  of  Mayors,  and  every  major 
conservation  organization.  The  legisla¬ 
tion,  as  I  have  said,  is  bipartisan  in 
nature,  initially  brought  about  by  two 
great  men  who  made  their  contributions 
toward  the  original  legislation,  the  late 
Vice  President  Alben  Barkley,  when  he 
was  a  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  and 
the  late  Senator  Taft.  We  are  now  con¬ 
tinuing  the  legislation.  This  bill  pro¬ 
poses  a  continuation  of  this  program  for 
an  additional  10  years.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  if  I  had  my  way,  $100  million  a  year 
would  not  be  sufficient.  In  any  event, 
that  $100  million  a  year  means  a  total 
expenditure  of  about  $500  million  a  year, 
with  the  local  participation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction,  and  I  urge  not  only  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  rule  but  the  passage  of  the 
bill  as  reported  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  having 
no  further  requests  for  time,  I  move  the 
previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6441)  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to 
provide  for  a  more  effective  program  of 
water  pollution  control. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  6441,  with 
Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  in  the  chair. 

The  clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  water 
has  become  the  No.  1  resource  problem 
confronting  the  United  States  today. 

The  water  problem  is  directly  related 
to  our  country’s  rapid  population  and 
economic  growth.  This  growth  is  ere- 
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ating  a  major  impact  on  water  resources 
from  a  rapidly  growing  demand  for 
water  to  produce  the  things  we  need  to 
eat,  wear,  and  use,  and  for  an  ample 
supply  of  clean,  safe  water  for  drinking 
and  for  recreation. 

By  1980  our  population  is  expected  to 
reach  the  232-274  million  range.  Prob¬ 
ably  the  most  significant  population 
growth  trend  is  that  toward  urbanized 
living.  By  1980  more  than  90  percent 
of  our  people  will  live  in  cities  and  towns, 
half  of  these  in  cities  over  50,000  popu¬ 
lation  or  their  suburbs. 

In  addition  to  population  growth  and 
concentration,  the  phenomenal  growth 
of  industry  will  also  continue.  Produc¬ 
tion  of  goods  increased  sevenfold  from 
1900  to  1950  and  is  expected  to  double 
the  1950  figures  by  1975. 

The  result  of  population  and  eco¬ 
nomic-industrial  growth  will  be  a  tre¬ 
mendous  increase  in  fresh  water  use. 
By  1980,  our  estimated  fresh  water  needs 
will  total  600  billion  gallons  a  day — 
nearly  double  present  water  use. 

In  the  past,  we  met  rising  demands 
for  water  largely  through  construction  of 
storage  facilities  to  increase  the  amount 
of  water  available  for  use.  Now,  how¬ 
ever,  the  limit  of  the  amount  of  depend¬ 
able  water  supply  is  in  sight.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  dependable  fresh  water  supply  we 
can  ever  hope  to  develop  by  engineering 
works  is  estimated  to  be  600-650  billion 
gallons  a  day  by  the  year  2000.  This  is 
our  fixed  water  supply — foreseeably  all 
the  Nation  will  ever  have  to  support  con¬ 
tinued  population  and  economic  growth. 

By  1980  the  developed  dependable 
fresh  water  supply  is  expected  to  total 
about  515  billion  gallons  a  day.  There¬ 
fore,  by  1980  demand  will  exceed  supply 
by  85  billion  gallons.  It  is  obvious  that 
the  Nation’s  water  needs  from  now  on 
must  be  met  by  using  the  same  water 
over  and  over.  Thus,  the  highest  prior¬ 
ity  in  water  resources  developments  must 
be  given  to  the  all-important  need  of 
providing  for  the  cleanliness  of  the  lim¬ 
ited  water  supply  so  that  it  can  be  used 
and  reused  in  meeting  the  Nation’s  in¬ 
creasing  requirements  for  water  for  all 
purposes. 

Water  reuse  on  a  large  scale  is  already 
a  necessity.  Some  of  the  water  in  every 
stream  is  used  one  or  more  times  with 
much  greater  reuse  of  streams  in  devel¬ 
oped  areas.  During  low  flows  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  flow  of  the  Ohio  River 
is  used  3.7  times.  Five-  and  six-time 
reuse  of  water  in  our  major  river  basins 
is  a  certain  prospect. 

Water  must  be  of  suitable  quality  to 
be  reusable,  however.  Used  water  is 
invariably  polluted  water  and  pollution 
degrades  its  physical,  chemical,  bio¬ 
logical,  and  esthetic  qualities.  Multiple 
water  reuse,  therefore,  will  require 
highly  effective  pollution  control  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  conserve  water  quality  if 
streams  are  to  serve  each  downstream 
community,  industry,  farm,  and  recrea¬ 
tion  area. 

We  have  entered  the  era  in  water  re¬ 
source  conservation  and  development  in 
the  United  States  where  water  quality 
management  must  have  the  highest 
priority  in  supplying  present  and  future 
water  supply  needs.  An  important  seg¬ 
ment  of  water  quality  management  has 


been  and  will  be  accomplished  by  provid¬ 
ing  storage  of  good  quality  waters  for 
water  supply  purposes  and  for  dilution  of 
downstream  pollution.  For  the  Nation 
as  a  whole,  however,  water  quality 
management  can  best  be  affected  by  the 
prevention  and  control  of  pollution. 
More  “new”  water  can  be  provided  to 
meet  needs  by  controlling  pollution  than 
by  any  other  means.  Pollution  control 
has  the  advantage  of  permitting  the  use 
of  an  already  available  distribution 
system,  the  waterways  of  the  country, 
to  deliver  water  of  satisfactory  quality  to 
the  points  where  it  is  needed. 

H.R.  6441  will  establish  the  more  effec¬ 
tive  Federal  water  pollution  control  pro¬ 
gram  needed  to  assist  the  States  and 
local  communities  in  obtaining  the  high¬ 
ly  effective  pollution  control  necessary 
to  protect  and  conserve  the  water  quality 
of  the  Nation’s  waterways. 

MAJOR  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 
ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  PROGRAM 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  has 
watched  carefully  the  progress  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  national  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  program  and  particularly 
the  supporting  role  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  committee  has  always  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  objectives  of  the  program 
should  be  given  high  priority  in  an  ap¬ 
propriate  administrative  framework  in 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare. 

Existing  law  provides  that  the  pollu¬ 
tion  control  program  be  administered  by 
the  Surgeon  General  through  the  Public 
Health  Service  under  the  supervision  of 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  The  administrative  status  of 
the  program  has  not  changed  since  1948 
when  it  was  originally  established  de¬ 
spite  a  great  increase  in  program  activi¬ 
ties,  responsibilities,  personnel,  and  ap¬ 
propriations.  During  public  hearings 
the  committee  heard  testimony  favoring 
the  establishment  of  a  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Administration  in  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  The  President  has  urged  the 
establishment  of  a  special  unit  in  the 
Public  Health  Service  to  administer  both 
air  and  water  pollution  control  pro¬ 
grams. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  recognizing  the  need  to 
upgrade  pollution  control  activities  in 
his  Department,  asked  the  committee  for 
“time  to  take  a  complete  fresh  look  at 
the  situation  and  the  various  proposals 
for  dealing  with  it.” 

In  order  to  give  the  Secretary  com¬ 
plete  flexibility  in  effectuating  his  de¬ 
cision  relating  to  the  proper  adminis¬ 
trative  status  of  this  program  the  bill 
transfers  responsibility  for  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  Federal  water  pollution 
control  program  from  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare. 

This  action  is  in  conformity  with  rec¬ 
ommendation  No.  14  of  the  first  report 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government  (H.  Doc.  55,  81st  Cong.) 
which  states: 

Under  the  President,  the  heads  of  de¬ 
partments  must  hold  full  responsibility  for 
the  conduct  of  their  departments.  There 


must  be  a  clear  line  of  authority  reaching 
down  through  every  step  of  the  organiza¬ 
tion  and  no  subordinate  should  have  au¬ 
thority  independent  from  that  of  his  su¬ 
perior. 

I  am  sure  that  in  reaching  any  de¬ 
cision  on  this  matter  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  takes 
into  consideration  the  fact  that  the 
water  pollution  control  program  estab¬ 
lished  in  1956  and  strengthened  by  this 
bill  goes  far  beyond  the  usual  public 
health  legislation  in  that  it  assigns  to 
his  Department  the  responsibility  for 
controlling  water  pollution  to  conserve 
water  for  all  uses — propagation  of  fish 
and  aquatic  life  and  wildlife,  recreational 
purposes,  industrial  and  agricultural  (in¬ 
cluding  irrigation)  supplies,  and  other 
legitimate  purposes,  as  well  as  public 
water  supplies  and  pi’otection  of  the 
public  health. 

Nothing  in  this  bill  is  intended  to  im¬ 
pair  or  in  any  manner  affect  any  right 
or  jurisdiction  of  the  States  with  respect 
to  the  waters  of  the  States,  including  but 
not  limited  to  the  power,  authority,  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  States  to  enforce 
State  water  pollution  control  laws  and 
regulations. 

The  committee  has  exercised  extreme 
care  to  assure  that  the  language  of  the 
bill  will  allow  continued  comprehensive 
action  by  the  States  in  the  field  of  water 
pollution  control.  There  certainly  can 
be  no  assumption  that  the  Federal  in¬ 
terest  in  the  field  of  water  pollution 
abatement  authorized  by  this  bill  is  so 
dominant  as  to  preclude  State  action. 
The  proposition  is  well  established  that 
the  protection  of  the  health  and  welfare 
of  the  citizens  of  a  State  is  a  proper 
subject  for  the  exercise  of  the  State  po¬ 
lice  power.  The  bill  provides  specifical¬ 
ly  for  cooperation  with  the  States  and 
its  aim  is  to  encourage  and  assist  States 
and  local  communities  in  their  efforts  to 
control  water  pollution,  not  to  usurp  or 
preempt  their  rights,  powers,  or  respon¬ 
sibilities  in  this  field. 

Every  time  during  the  past  several 
years  when  this  'vital  legislation  is  dis¬ 
cussed  on  the  floor  of  this  House,  some 
Members  express  concern  because  the 
entire  matter  is  not  left  to  the  States 
and  local  communities  for  disposition. 
However,  the  inescapable  fact  is  that  the 
record  shows  that  effective  enforcement 
measures  against  pollution  of  this  Na¬ 
tion’s  waters  have  been  accomplished 
quicker,  more  effectively,  and  with  bet¬ 
ter  cooperation  on  the  part  of  State  and 
interstate  agencies  when  guidance  and 
assistance  are  rendered  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  problem  is  simply  this:  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  water  pollution  control  is  so  vital 
and  so  nationwide  in  its  importance  that 
it  can  best  be  coped  with  by  the  joint 
efforts  of  the  States  and  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  do  not  believe  that  anyone 
will  seriously  contend  that  the  participa¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government  is  not 
desirable  in  this  effort  to  prevent  pollu¬ 
tion  of  our  waterways.  Essentially,  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  the  role 
of  the  Federal  Government  is  that  of  a 
stimulator,  a  supplier  of  spark,  to  keep 
the  vital  pollution  abatement  program 
moving.  Federal  enforcement  measures 


6682 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


against  pollution  of  navigable  waters  are 
undertaken  independently  only  when 
State  or  interstate  action  to  abate  pollu¬ 
tion  of  navigable  streams  are  shown  to 
be  inadequate.  It  is  clearly  provided  in 
section  8(b)  of  the  bill  that  it  is  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress  that  State  and  inter¬ 
state  action  to  abate  pollution  of  naviga¬ 
ble  waters  shall  be  encouraged  and  shall 
not  be  displaced  by  Federal  enforcement 
action  except  when  such  State  or  inter¬ 
state  actions  are  shown  to  be  ineffectual. 
This  is  the  clear  intent  of  the  act.  How¬ 
ever,  effective  water  pollution  control 
and  enforcement  measures  against  pol¬ 
lution  require  a  joint  effort  by  all  gov¬ 
ernments  concerned,  including  Federal, 
interstate  agencies,  State,  and  municipal. 
In  view  of  the  broad  spectrum  of  the 
problem,  I  do  not  believe  that  it  will  be 
seriously  contested  that,  for  the  program 
to  be  successful,  it  must  be  guided  by  a 
paramount  authority,  which  authority 
can  only  be,  by  the  very  nature  of  the 
problem,  the  Federal  Government. 

This  bill  contains  no  subtle  plot  to  en¬ 
croach  on  State  preserves.  The  decla¬ 
ration  of  policy,  not  only  in  the  section 
of  the  bill  pertaining  to  enforcement 
measures,  but  also  in  the  first  section 
of  the  bill  provides  that  it  is  the  intent 
of  the  bill  to  recognize,  preserve,  and 
protect  the  primary  responsibilities  and 
rights  of  the  States  in  preventing  and 
controlling  water  pollution.  It  is  fur¬ 
ther  stated  in  section  1(b)  that  nothing 
in  the  act  shall  be  construed  as  impair¬ 
ing  or  in  any  manner  affecting  any 
right  or  jurisdiction  of  the  States  with 
respect  to  waters  of  such  States  includ¬ 
ing  but  not  limited  to  the  power,  author¬ 
ity,  and  jurisdiction  of  the  States  with 
respect  to  waters  of  such  States  to  en¬ 
force  water  pollution  control  laws  and 
regulations. 

How  now — I  ask — can  it  be  conceiv¬ 
able  that  there  is  any  implication  in  the 
act  to  infringe  on  any  right  or  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  any  State  with  respect  to  en¬ 
forcement  measures  against  pollution  of 
waters  in  that  State?  If  this  bill  is  en¬ 
acted,  and  I  am  confident  it  will  be,  the 
declaration  of  policy  spelled  out  in  sec¬ 
tion  1  clearly  shows  that  nothing  in 
it — that  is,  nothing  in  the  act  shall  be 
construed  as  impairing  or  in  any  man¬ 
ner  restricting  the  right  or  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  a  State  in  regard  to  enforcement 
measures  against  pollution  of  waters  in 
that  State.  In  the  face  of  such  unequiv¬ 
ocal  language,  I  must  say  that  it  seems 
to  me  that  any  objection  to  this  bill  on 
the  ground  that  it  in  any  way  restricts 
the  .State’s  powers  to  enforce  measures 
against  pollution  of  waters  within  that 
State  appears  specious. 

RESEARCH  AND  STUDIES 

Research  has  always  been  recognized 
as  a  basic  Federal  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  responsibility.  The  need  for  a 
much  greater  Federal  research  effort 
was  consistently  recognized  during  the 
hearings  on  the  bill. 

At  least  six  permanent  regional  water 
pollution  control  laboratories,  fully 
equipped  and  staffed  with  skilled  labora¬ 
tory  and  field  project  personnel,  are 
badly  needed  to  support  expanding  pro¬ 
grams  in  comprehensive  program  devel¬ 
opment,  special  field  study  projects  on 


specific  problems,  basic  data,  and  en¬ 
forcement;  also,  much  needed  increases 
in  technical  assistance  to  State  and 
local  agencies  and  in  connection  with 
projects  and  other  Federal  water  re¬ 
sources  agencies.  At  present  the  Public 
Health  Service  must  establish  temporary 
facilities,  make  such  use  of  the  Sanitary 
Engineering  Center  in  Cincinnati  as  dis¬ 
tance  permits,  rely  on  the  facilities  of 
others,  or  contract  for  needed  laboratory 
services. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  establishment 
of  regional  water  pollution  control  lab¬ 
oratories  in  various  sections  of  the 
country. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  a  continuing 
study  of  the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the 
Great  Lakes.  The  Great  Lakes  consti¬ 
tute  the  largest  single  source  of  fresh 
water  in  this  hemisphere.  They  must 
be  protected  from  pollution  caused  by 
population  and  industrial  growth  and  in¬ 
creased  shipping. 

STATE  AND  INTERSTATE  PROGRAM  GRANTS 

A  significant  provision  in  existing  law 
is  that  providing  for  matching  grants  to 
State  and  interstate  agencies  to  assist 
them  in  meeting  the  costs  of  establish¬ 
ing  and  maintaining  adequate  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  programs. 

The  bill  increases  the  appropriation 
authority  for  program  grants  to  State 
and  interstate  agencies  from  $3  million 
to  $5  million  annually  and  extends  the 
authorization  to  June  30,  1971. 

GRANTS  FOR  WASTE  TREATMENT  PLANT 
CONSTRUCTION 

Under  existing  laws  there  is  author¬ 
ized  $50  million  annually  in  Federal 
grants  to  communities  to  assist  them  in 
the  construction  of  needed  waste  treat¬ 
ment  facilities.  This  program  has  been 
in  operation  since  1956.  Over  the  past 
5  years  contract  awards  for  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  plant  construction  have  averaged 
almost  $360  million  annually — an  in¬ 
crease  of  62  percent  over  the  5-year 
average  before  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  became  available. 

Every  Federal  dollar  expended  has 
been  matched  by  over  $4.80  in  local 
funds. 

Despite  the  great  progress  made  as  a 
result  of  Federal  financial  assistance, 
much  more  remains  to  be  done.  Con¬ 
struction  since  1957  has  been  largely  off¬ 
set  by  new  needs  and  the  number  of 
needed  projects  remains  at  5,100  sew¬ 
age  treatment  plants. 

In  addition  to  the  backlog  of  treat¬ 
ment  plant  needs,  population  growth  will 
continue  to  create  new  needs.  If  mu¬ 
nicipalities  are  to  catch  up  by  1970,  they 
will  have  to  spend  an  average  of  $600 
million  a  year  to  eliminate  the  backlog, 
provide  for  new  population,  and  to  re¬ 
place  the  plants  that  will  become  obso¬ 
lete. 

In  order  to  stimulate  construction  up 
to  $600  million  a  year,  the  bill  authorizes 
an  increase  in  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  from  the  present  $50  million  an¬ 
nually  to  $100  million  annually  and  an 
increase  in  the  total  grant  authorization 
from  $500  million  to  $1  billion. 

MAXIMUM  GRANTS 

The  need  for  construction  of  treat¬ 
ment  plants  by  municipalities  exceeding 
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50,000  population  amounts  to  about  30 
percent  of  total  needs,  yet  these  cities 
have  received  less  than  15  percent  of 
the  Federal  grant  funds  under  existing 
legislation.  Further  stimulation  of  proj  - 
ects  in  these  areas  is  desirable.  To  pro¬ 
vide  Federal  financial  assistance  to 
achieve  more  effectively  the  required 
stimulus  of  necessary  construction  with¬ 
in  this  group  of  communities,  the  bill 
would  limit  the  Federal  grant  to  30  per¬ 
cent  of  the  first  $1  million  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  reasonable  cost  of  a  project,  plus 
15  percent  of  the  next  $2  million,  plus 
10  percent  of  the  remainder  of  such  cost, 
but  subject  to  an  $800,000  ceiling;  how¬ 
ever,  no  grant  of  more  than  $250,000 
shall  be  approved  for  a  project  in  any 
State  until  all  applications  filed  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  enactment  of  this 
bill  have  first  been  approved. 

JOINT  PROJECTS 

In  order  to  encourage  the  construction 
of  projects  serving  more  than  one  mu¬ 
nicipality,  the  bill  would  apply  this  ceil¬ 
ing  to  each  municipality’s  share  of  the 
cost  of  the  project-.  The  grant  for  joint 
projects  would  be  the  total  amount  each 
participating  municipality  would  have 
been  awarded  had  it  constructed  a  sep¬ 
arate  facility  with  a  ceiling  of  $2.4  mil¬ 
lion  for  such  projects. 

REALLOCATION 

The  bill  would  also  provide  for  reallo¬ 
cation  of  construction  grant  funds  of  a 
State  that  are  not  obligated  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  approved  projects  within  18 
months  after  allocation. 

DA  VIS-BACON 

The  bill  also  requires  that  with  respect 
to  work  performed  on  sewage-treatment 
projects,  the  taking  of  such  action  as 
may  be  necessary  to  insure  payment  of 
wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  pre¬ 
vailing  on  similar  construction  in  the 
immediate  locality  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  in  accordance  with 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  These  provisions 
now  apply  to  afi  direct  Federal  construc¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  to  contracts  for  school, 
hospital,  housing  and  airport  projects 
constructed  with  Federal-aid  funds. 

ENFORCEMENT  JURISDICTION  EXTENDED  TO 
NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

Under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  Federal  enforcement  au¬ 
thority  applies  to  pollution  of  any  inter¬ 
state  waters,  which  the  act  defines  to 
include  “all  rivers,  lakes,  and  other 
waters  that  flow  across,  or  form  a  part 
of,  boundaries  between  two  or  more 
States.”  Under  this  definition  almost  all 
coastal  waters  are  excluded;  so  are 
waters  which,  though  they  may  be  navi¬ 
gable,  do  not  cross  or  form  part  of  State 
boundaries. 

In  addition,  Federal  enforcement  au¬ 
thority  covers  only  pollution  of  interstate 
waters,  defined  as  above,  which  “endan¬ 
gers  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in 
a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  dis¬ 
charge  originates.”  Thus  only  pollution 
having  an  interstate  effect  is  subject  to 
abatement  under  the  existing  law. 

The  bill  amends  existing  law  by  ex¬ 
tending  the  authority  for  Federal  abate¬ 
ment  enforcement  action  to  the  pollution 
of  any  navigable  waters — including 
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coastal  waters — which  endanger  the 
health  and  welfare  of  any  persons. 

ENFORCEMENT  PROCEDURES 

The  bill  makes  a  number  of  changes 
in  existing  law  relating  to  procedures  in 
initiating  and  cari'ying  out  Federal  en¬ 
forcement  actions.  First,  in  addition  to 
requests  from  a  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  or  the  Governor  of  any 
State  to  initiate  action,  as  provided  in 
existing  law,  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  required  to  enter  a  case  of  a 
municipality,  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  State,  requests  such  action. 

It  is  particularly  heartening  and  en¬ 
couraging  to  note  that  at  long  last  the 
muncipality  is  being  brought  into  the 
cooperative  Federal-State  partnership 
in  enforcing  abatement  of  water  pollu¬ 
tion. 

Municipal  water  supply  ranks  high  on 
the  list  of  beneficial  uses  of  water.  The 
Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  gave  Federal 
acknowledgement  to  the  importance  of 
providing  for  present  and  potential 
municipal  water  supply  needs  in  the 
planning  and  construction  of  Federal 
water  resources  projects.  Our  burgeon¬ 
ing  population  growth,  most  notable  in 
our  urban  areas,  and  the  shortages  of 
water  already  being  commonly  experi¬ 
enced  in  various  sections  of  the  Nation 
make  imperative  the  protection  and 
maintenance  of  the  quality  of  our 
available  water  supplies. 

The  major  impact  of  pollution  is  felt 
most  immediately  by  the  municipality 
faced  with  the  problems  of  having  its 
municipal  water  supplies  degraded. 
Where  such  supplies  are  made  unusable 
by  the  injurious  effects  of  pollution,  the 
municipality  is  put  to  unusual  expense 
in  adopting  more  costly  water  purifica¬ 
tion  methods  in  order  to  provide  its 
citizens  with  this  basic  essential.  Out- 
of -basin  diversions,  some  of  them  tra¬ 
versing  great  distances,  are  already  the 
only  manner  in  which  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  needs  of  some  municipalities  may 
be  met. 

All  of  these  factors  amply  justify 
bringing  the  municipality  into  the  en¬ 
forcement  partnership.  Under  the  bill’s 
provisions,  a  municipality  adversely  af¬ 
fected  by  pollution  and  unable  to  secure 
relief  under  its  State’s  laws  is  presented 
with  the  opportunity  of  being  instru¬ 
mental  in  bringing  Federal  enforcement 
authority  into  force.  This  is  a  truly 
progressive  measure  for  strengthening 
the  effectiveness  of  total  enforcement 
authorities  by  combining  Federal,  State, 
and  local  efforts  to  abate  pollution. 

Second,  the  bill  makes  Federal  en¬ 
forcement  procedures  available  not  only 
in  cases  where  the  pollution  discharge 
crosses  State  lines,  but  also  whenever 
there  is  pollution  affecting  legitimate 
uses  of  the  water  of  any  navigable 
stream  whether  or  not  there  is  inter¬ 
state  pollution.  Federal  jurisdiction  in 
intrastate  pollution  situations,  however, 
would  be  exercised  only  upon  request 
from  the  State  or  from  a  municipality 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  State.  No 
direct  Federal  action  can  be  initiated  in 
such  a  case  without  such  a  request  be¬ 
ing  made  by  the  affected  State. 

Third,  the  bill  clarifies  and  strengthens 
the  role  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Ed¬ 


ucation,  and  Welfare  in  the  enforce¬ 
ment  process  by  providing  that  the  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations  of  the  hear¬ 
ing  boards  shall  be  the  Secretary’s 
findings  and  recommendations,  except  to 
the  extent  modified  by  him  and  au¬ 
thorizing  him  to  issue  an  order — instead 
of  a  notice — based  on  his  findings  and 
recommendations  for  abatement  of  any 
pollution  found  to  exist.  To  affoi'd 
adequate  protection  for  the  parties  in 
interest,  provision  is  made  in  the  bill 
for  an  appeal  from  the  Secretary’s  or¬ 
der  to  be  taken  within  60  days  to  the 
U.S.  court  of  appeals.  If  such  appeal  is 
not  taken  the  order  shall  be  final. 

Fourth,  if  action  reasonably  calcu¬ 
lated  to  carry  out  the  Secretary’s  order 
is  not  taken,  he  could  request  the  At¬ 
torney  General  to  bring  a  civil  action 
in  the  U.S.  district  court  to  enforce  any 
order  issued  by  him  or,  after  appeal,  by 
a  U.S.  court  of  appeals. 

This  bill  should  be  passed,  as  the  pres¬ 
ent'  limited  enforcement  jurisdiction 
does  not  permit  sufficient  latitude  to  ac¬ 
complish  fully  the  interests  and  purposes 
of  the  act,  that  is  the  conservation  of 
water  resources  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  the  Nation.  Many  important  seg¬ 
ments  of  some  of  the  Nation’s  waters  are 
outside  the  present  Federal  abatement 
enforcement  jurisdiction.  For  example, 
the  Missouri  River  from  the  Kansas 
State  line  to  just  above  St.  Louis  is  un¬ 
touchable.  The  greater  part  of  the  Hud¬ 
son  River  is  also  excluded,  as  are  im¬ 
portant  sections  of  the  Tennessee,  Co¬ 
lumbia,  Colorado,  and  Merrimack  Rivers. 

Present  law  also  excludes  from  the 
Federal  abatement  jurisdiction  the 
greater  part  of  the  Great  Lakes  and 
their  tributaries,  the  coastal  waters  and 
coastal  streams  of  the  Nation,  important 
international  boundary  streams  such  as 
the  St.  Lawrence,  Niagara,  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  and  Rio  Grande.  The  same  situa¬ 
tion  pertains  in  regard  to  international 
streams  flowing  across  our  northern  and 
southern  borders.  For  example  the  Red 
River  of  the  North  in  Minnesota,  Lake 
Champlain  in  New  York,  Souris  River 
and  Riviere  des  Lacs  in  North  Dakota 
and  the  Flathead  and  Kootenai  Rivers 
in  Montana. 

The  degree  of  exclusion  under  the 
present  act  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that 
there  are  1,080  municipalities  each  dis¬ 
charging  wastes  equal  to  a  population 
of  4,000  or  more  into  845  navigable  in¬ 
trastate  water  bodies.  And  also  that  of 
the  estimated  26,000  water  bodies  in  the 
country,  only  about  4,000  are  interstate 
within  the  meaning  of  the  present  act. 

An  extension  of  Federal  authority  to 
abate  pollution  in  navigable  intrastate 
streams  is  consistent  with  scope  of  the 
authority  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
protect  and  improve  navigation  for  the 
promotion  of  interstate  commerce.  In 
fact  it  would  complement  that  authority. 

Extension  of  pollution  abatement  en¬ 
forcement  jurisdiction  would  have  other 
beneficial  effects.  It  would  serve  to  ac¬ 
celerate  and  facilitate  our  goal  of  clean 
waters  to  promote  the  general  welfare 
of  the  Nation;  reduce  the  incidence  of 
disease  and  the  spread  of  disease;  im¬ 
prove  health  and  increase  the  abundance 
of  fish  and  wildlife  including  shellfish  in 


coastal  areas;  and  bolster  the  economy 
by  providing  industrial  sites  where  un¬ 
suitable  water  now  precludes  them. 

The  proposals  of  the  bill  would  be 
beneficial  in  balancing  equities  between 
big  and  little  cities;  neutralizing  State 
authority  against  recalcitrant  polluters. 
The  extension  of  authority  would  also 
accelerate  abatement  processes  by  per¬ 
mitting  cities  to  request  Federal  abate¬ 
ment  action,  with,  of  course,  the  consent 
of  the  State,  when  State  agencies  might 
have  to  delay  such  action  for  reasons  of 
budget  and  personnel  limitations  and 
the  like. 

Unless  this  extension  of  jurisdiction 
is  given  now,  I  feel  future  generations 
of  America  will  be  justified  in  consider¬ 
ing  us  derelict  in  our  duty. 

Some  ask  whether  the  States  can 
handle  the  matter  alone? 

In  1948  the  Congress  passed  the  first 
water  pollution  control  bill.  It  expressly 
stated  a  policy  of  support  of  State  action. 
In  1956  the  law  was  made  permanent 
and  expressed  the  same  policy — support 
the  States.  The  Federal  Government 
has  paid  out  millions  of  dollars  in  Fed¬ 
eral  money  for  construction  of  sewage 
treatment  facilities;  for  technical  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  States,  for  research  in  water 
problems  and  for  other  administrative 
cost  of  the  acts.  But  have  the  States 
been  able  to  do  a  job  with  all  this  help. 
The  facts  show  they  have  not  scratched 
the  surface.  As  of  1960  according  to  the 
Conference  of  State  Sanitary  Engineers 
this  country  still  needs  4,136  new  plants 
to  serve  22,997,547  persons  and  this  does 
not  include  extensions  and  replacements. 
That  number  totals  991  and  would  serve 
19,243,178  people.  The  conference  also 
estimates  it  will  cost  $2,014,435,400  to 
clean  up  the  backlog  of  municipal  waste 
treatment  needs. 

Now  let  us  take  a  look  at  State  effort 
to  enforce  their  laws.  The  Public  Works 
Committee  conducted  a  survey  of  the 
States  the  purpose  of  which  was  to  assess 
tangibly  the  utilization  of  enforcement 
action  by  the  States.  The  study  cover¬ 
ing  replies  from  42  States  showed  that 
of  the  37  States  having  authority  to  issue 
administrative  orders  8  have  never  done 
so,  only  12  have  issued  more  than  50 
each. 

The  record  for  court  actions  is  not 
much  better.  Seventeen  of  the  42  States 
have  never  instituted  court  action  and 
only  3  States  have  instituted  more  than 
15  cases. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  those 
States  whose  laws  are  less  than  10  years 
old  have  been  proportionately  more  ac¬ 
tive  in  enforcement  than  those  whose 
acts  have  been  on  the  books  more  than 
10  years.  In  fact  5  of  the  States  which 
have  had  laws  in  effect  for  more  than  20 
years  have  averaged  27  orders  and  4 
court  cases  since  the  law  was  passed 
while  those  whose  laws  have  been  in 
effect  less  than  10  years  averaged  34 
orders  and  11  court  cases  each. 

This  is  not  an  impressive  record  nor 
in  view  of  the  backlog  figures  can  it  be 
said  that  there  is  no  need  for  enforce¬ 
ment  in  the  States.  The  only  reason¬ 
able  conclusion  which  can  be  drawn  is 
that  active,  effective  and  extensive  Fed- 
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eral  enforcement  is  needed  to  achieve  the 
objectives  of  the  act. 

DISCHARGES  FROM  FEDERAL  INSTALLATIONS 

The  bill  amends  existing  law  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  summaries  of  conferences  pre¬ 
pared  as  a  result  an  enforcement  action 
shall  include  references  to  discharges 
from  Federal  installations  and  that  no¬ 
tices  of  hearings  pursuant  to  the  en¬ 
forcement  section  shall  be  sent  to  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  having  jurisdiction  over 
any  Federal  property  involved  and  that 
findings  and  recommendations  of  the 
hearing  board  shall  also  include  refer¬ 
ences  to  discharges  from  Federal  prop¬ 
erty  which  are  contributing  to  pollution 
found  by  the  hearing  boards. 

That  concludes  my  discussion  of  the 
major  provisions  of  the  bill,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

In  conclusion  I  would  like  to  add  that 
although  it  has  long  been  axiomatic  in 
American  politics  that  the  promises  so 
encouragingly  held  out  in  party  plat¬ 
forms  are  promptly  and  speedily  forgot¬ 
ten,  we  would  not  have  expected  so  com¬ 
plete  a  disregard  of  their  announced 
party  stand  on  the  part  of  our  minority 
friends. 

The  1960  Republican  Party  platform, 
in  the  section  auspiciously  devoted  to 
human  needs,  includes  this  pledge  in  the 
subsection  on  health: 

Strengthened  Federal  enforcement  powers 
in  combatting  pollution  and  additional  re¬ 
sources  for  research  and  demonstration  proj¬ 
ects. 

Fully  as  pertinent  was  the  statement 
on  natural  resources  enunciated  by  their 
standard  bearer  in  October  of  last  year. 
In  its  comment  on  the  Federal  role  in 
pollution  abatement,  this  statement  is 
unequivocal.  Allow  me  to  quote: 

It  is  clear  now,  however,  that  amendments 
to  the  existing  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
should  be  sought  so  that  its  provisions  can 
be  extended  to  apply  to  all  navigable  waters. 

The  minority  portion  of  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  report  has  its  own  answer  to  this 
worthy  and  noble  sentiment.  It  states: 

Therefore,  we  believe  that  the  provisions 
of  existing  law  which  limits  application  of 
Federal  abatement  enforcement  measures  to 
interstate  waters  should  be  continued  in 
force. 

This  view  is  no  less  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand  when  the  draft  legislation  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  previous  administration  as 
recently  as  January  18  of  this  year  is 
taken  into  account.  In  his  communica¬ 
tion  accompanying  the  submission  of 
the  draft  legislation,  the  then  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  made 
it  pointedly  clear  that  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment  authority  to  abate  pollution  was 
being  requested  for  application  to  sig¬ 
nificant  intrastate  as  well  as  interstate 
pollution  situations.  His  recommenda¬ 
tions  were  made  in  accord  with  and  in 
fulfillment  of  the  President’s  directive 
contained  in  his  1961  budget  message. 

We  must  unhappily  conclude,  there¬ 
fore,  that  the  minority  members  of  the 
committee  are  engaged  in  throwing  into 
the  discard  all  of  the  well-intentioned 
and  meaningful  provisions  for  strength¬ 
ening  Federal  enforcement  which  have 
been  put  forth  by  the  more  enlightened 
among  them.  Once  more,  as  so  often  be¬ 
fore,  they  offer  us  too  little,  too  late. 


Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 

I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  in  behalf 
of  the  minority,  we  had  very  pleasant 
sessions  in  discussing  this  bill.  We  had 
the  cooperation  of  the  majority,  and  I 
think  the  minority  party  contributed 
considerably  to  the  discussion.  I  am 
very  proud  to  state  that  in  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  bill,  the  minority  party 
on  the  committee  had  100  percent  at¬ 
tendance  at  those  meetings.  This  shows 
their  interest  and  it  shows  their  sense 
of  their  responsibility  in  relation  to  this 
very  important  subject — and  it  is  a  very 
important  subject.  We  think  we  have 
a  good  bill,  but  it  can  be  made  better. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  of  our  very  dear  friend  and  deeply 
respected  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey,  that  the  gentleman  is  being 
quite  modest  as  far  as  his  own  personal 
contribution  and  his  support  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  concerned.  I,  as  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  would  like  to  state 
that  the  original  bill  in  1956  very  likely 
would  not  have  come  out  at  that  time 
had  it  not  been  for  the  understanding 
of  the  problem  and  the  cooperation  and 
assistance  of  the  leader  of  the  majority 
on  our  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  AuchinclossI  . 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  My  colleague’s 
kind  statement  has  sort  of  taken  the 
thoughts  out  of  my  mind. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  feel  we  can 
make  this  bill  even  a  better  bill.  I  urge 
and  beg  every  Member  of  the  House  to 
read  the  minority  report,  which  we 
worked  on  with  a  great  deal  of  care.  I 
hope  you  will  read  it  because  I  know  you 
will  get  some  benefit  from  it.  And  I 
will  read  a  few  sentences  from  it  in  the 
first  paragraph.  It  reads  as  follows: 

We  feel  that  this  bill  does  not  give  proper 
recognition  to  the  responsibilities  of  the 
States  to  participate,  along  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  municipalities,  in  the 
costs  of  construction  of  necessary  sewage  and 
waste  treatment  works;  that  it  imposes  un¬ 
warranted  obligation  upon  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  finance  the  construction  of  fa¬ 
cilities  which  are  the  primary  responsibility 
of  State  and  local  governments;  and  that  the 
responsibilities  and  interests  of  the  States 
are  abrogated  beyond  reason  or  necessity  by 
the  new  Federal  enforcement  measures  to 
secure  abatement  of  pollution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  our  side  of  the  aisle, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida,  has  made  a 
great  study  of  this  question  of  stream 
pollution.  I  am  going  to  yield  to  him 
such  time  as  he  may  require.  I  want  to 
express  the  views  of  many  of  us  on  the 
committee,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  our 
appreciation  to  him  for  his  study  and 
his  interest  in  this  very  important 
matter.  We  may  not  agree  with  his  con¬ 
clusions,  but  still  he  commands  our  re¬ 
spect;  and  I  am  pleased  to  yield  such 
time  as  he  wishes  to  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer], 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
keeping  with  the  attitude  of  sweetness 


and  light  prevailing,  I  will  cut  my  re¬ 
marks  short. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  some  deep- 
seated  feelings  with  regard  to  this  legis¬ 
lation.  I  will  attempt  to  express  them 
as  briefly  and  pointedly  as  possible.  I, 
too,  want  to  say  that  the  committee  did 
take  a  considerable  amount  of  time  in 
the  consideration  of  this  legislation. 
Amendments  were  offered  to  try  to  im¬ 
prove  the  legislation. 

It  is  our  position  that  we  would  like 
to  clear  up  this  water  pollution  control 
bill,  to  make  a  good  bill  out  of  it,  to 
make  an  effective  bill  out  of  it.  The 
purpose  of  the  minority,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  not  to  make  a  limited  partnership  out 
of  what  is  presently  a  full  partnership 
program  between  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government.  In  my  opinion, 
that  is  precisely  what  the  majority- 
recommended  bill  to  the  committee  does. 
It  would  make  a  very  limited  partner¬ 
ship,  if  a  partnership  at  all,  out  of  what 
is  presently  an  effective  full  partnership 
between  the  States  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Let  me  make  certain  that  my 
position  is  clear  concerning  the  matter. 
We  recognize  that  there  are  serious  water 
polution  control  problems  like  there  are 
serious  other  problems  throughout  the 
Nation,  but  the  fundamental  question 
remains:  What  is  the  proper  Federal 
function  in  this  field?  And  the  converse 
of  it  is:  What  is  the  proper  State  func¬ 
tion  in  this  field? 

I  happen  to  be  one  who  believes  in 
the  fundamental  principle  that  there 
are  certain  State  responsibilities  that  are 
coordinate  with  States  rights;  that  there 
is  such  a  thing  as  a  vertical  separation 
of  powers  as  conceived  under  our  Con¬ 
stitution  ;  that  there  are  certain  reserve 
powers  of  the  States;  that  there  are 
proper  Federal,  State,  and  local  govern¬ 
ment  functions  as  conceived  by  the 
Constitution.  I  agree  that  the  States 
should  exercise  their  reserve  rights 
fully,  but  at  the  same  time  must  have 
their  rights  protected. 

So,  fundamentally,  the  issue  is:  What 
is  the  proper  State  function?  What  is 
the  proper  Federal  function?  And  how 
can  this  bill  be  amended  in  order  to  ob¬ 
serve  this  basic  concept  of  Federal- 
State  partnership? 

To  get  to  the  crux  of  the  matter,  let 
me  explain  briefly  what  the  present 
law  does.  Public  Law  660,  in  this  field  of 
State-Federal  relationship  and  what  the 
new  proposal  does.  It  is  our  position 
that  the  new  proposal  practically  di¬ 
vests  the  States  of  their  intrastate  pollu¬ 
tion  enforcement  authority  and  weakens 
their  interstate  abatement  say-so  as 
compared  to  the  present  Public  Law  660, 
and  this  is  precisely  what  I  mean. 

Under  existing  law,  Public  Law  660, 
full  enforcement  measures  for  the  abate¬ 
ment  of  pollution  apply  only  to  the  pol¬ 
lution  of  interstate  waters,  waters  flow¬ 
ing  between  States,  and  solely  with 
respect  to  pollution  which  endangers  the 
health  and  welfare  of  persons  in  any 
State  other  than  that  in  which  the  dis¬ 
charge  originates.  That  is  the  present 
law.  Thus,  under  existing  law,  Federal 
abatement  proceedings  apply  only  to  in¬ 
terstate  waters.  The  minority  has  no 
argument  with  the  proposal  as  recom- 
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mended  by  the  previous  administration 
of  broadening  the  enforcement  of  the 
Federal  Government  relating  jurisdic- 
tionally  only  to  interstate  streams  to 
include  a  noninterstate  pollution  itself, 
but  limiting  it  to  interstate  streams  as 
a  jurisdictional  matter,  because  of  the 
difficulty  in  proving  that  pollution 
crosses  State  lines. 

When  such  pollution  is  believed  to 
exist  the  Suregon  General  may  on  the 
basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies, 
initiate  the  Federal  administrative 
abatement  proceedings  by  calling  a  con¬ 
ference  of  affected  State  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  agencies  or  such  proceedings 
may  be  commenced  by  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  when  requested  by  a  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  or  the  Governor 
of  any  State. 

This,  of  course,  is  in  an  interstate 
situation. 

The  end  product  of  these  administra¬ 
tive  procedures  consist  of  findings  and 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  relative 
to  the  existence  of  such  pollution  and 
action  to  be  taken  for  its  abatement. 

If  action  is  not  taken  to  secure  abate¬ 
ment  of  the  pollution,  the  Secretary  may 
request  the  Attorney  General  to  bring 
a  suit  on  behalf  of  the  United  States 
to  secure  such  abatement,  but  only  with 
the  written  consent  of  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  or  any  officer  or 
employee  authorized  to  make  such  re¬ 
quest  of  the  State  or  States  within  which 
the  pollution  is  discharged  or  at  the 
written  request  of  the  State  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  agency  or  any  officer  or 
employee  authorized  to  make  such  re¬ 
quest  of  any  other  State  where  the 
health  or  welfare  of  pei-sons  is  endan¬ 
gered  by  such  pollution. 

So  in  order  to  initiate  a  proceeding  un¬ 
der  the  present  law,  which  applies  only 
to  interstate  water,  the  States  may  con¬ 
cur  in  the  initiation  and  must  concur  in 
the  request  for  court  order  setting  forth 
what  the  action  shall  be  to  abate  the 
pollution. 

What  does  the  new  bill  do?  I  think  a 
brief  discussion  of  it  will  indicate  why 
the  minority  is  concerned,  in  that  the 
authority  of  the  Federal  Government  is 
greatly  broadened  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
States  in  the  water  area ;  therefore,  that 
is  why  particularly  under  those  circum¬ 
stances  we  feel  jurisdiction  should  be 
limited  to  interstate  waters,  in  addition 
to  the  basic  question  that  intrastate  wa¬ 
ter  jurisdiction  righfully  belongs  to  the 
States  in  the  first  place  and  should  be 
retained  by  them.  If  it  is  not  retained 
by  the  States,  if  intrastate  jurisdiction  is 
not  retained  over  some  of  these  streams, 
the  State  water  pollution  control  agency 
program  is  going  to  dry  up  and  wither, 
and  then  you  will  not  have  a  Federal- 
State  program. 

Every  committee  that  has  studied  the 
problem,  including  the  Kerr  committee, 
and  I  have  the  report  before  me  of  the 
other  body,  also  the  recommendations  of 
the  recent  national  conference  on  water 
pollution,  the  President’s  recommenda¬ 
tion  to  the  Congress  last  session,  all  of 
these,  as  set  out  in  the  minority  views, 
have  all  stressed  the  basic  concept  of  the 


necessity  of  keeping  the  States  in  the 
program  and  of  beefing  up  the  State 
program.  Even  the  present  bill  has  a 
provision  for  additional  funds  to  help 
States  establish  administrative  proce¬ 
dures  and  agencies  to  beef  up  their  own 
water  pollution  control  agencies  on  a 
State  level. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  saying,  all 
right,  we  want  the  States  to  go  ahead 
with  their  program,  but  we  are  going  to 
limit  the  jurisdiction ;  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  are  going  to  take  away  jurisdiction, 
the  Federal  Government  is  going  to  have 
jurisdiction  over  all  waters.  You  can 
hardly  conceive  of  a  stream  of  water  that 
is  not  going  to  be  taken  over  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  as  far  as  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  is  concerned  under  the  legis¬ 
lation  proposed. 

Let  me  indicate  how  that  comes  about 
by  a  discussion  of  the  proposed  bill. 

Under  the  bill  the  Federal  enforcement 
measures  for  abatement  of  pollution 
apply  to  all  navigable  waters,  and  if  you 
will  look  at  the  bill,  H.R.  6441,  on  page  8, 
dealing  with  enforcement  measures,  sec¬ 
tion  8(a),  reads,  the  pollution  of  “navi¬ 
gable  waters.”  That  is  the  terminology 
that  sets  forth  the  basic  jurisdiction  fox- 
control  xinder  the  new  bill. 

How  about  the  pi-esent  law?  Section 
8(a)  of  the  present  law  provides  “pollu¬ 
tion  of  interstate  waters.” 

So,  the  proposal  is  to  change  the  juris¬ 
diction  fi-om  “interstate”  to  “navigable” 
waters.  The  previoxxs  administration 
xinder  President  Eisenhower  recommend¬ 
ed  that  the  interstate  concept  be  main¬ 
tained;  that  the  inti-astate  jurisdiction 
should  be  retained  by  the  States  and 
was  very  explicit  in  spelling  that  out  in 
those  recommendations.  But,  he  did 
recommend,  and  we  agree,  that  if  the 
pollution  itself  is  not  of  an  interstate 
nature,  but  if  it  occurs  on  an  interstate 
stream,  then  the  Federal  Government 
should  have  jurisdiction.  But,  as  to 
what  the  basic  jurisdiction  test  should 
be,  that  it  must  be  an  interstate  stream, 
should  be  maintained.  That  is  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  minority,  and  that  is  the 
amendment  that  will  be  offered  by  me  at 
the  proper  time  to  offer  an  amendment, 
to  add  the  word  “interstate”  in  order  to 
retain  State  jurisdiction  and  provide  the 
Federal  Government  with  its  proper 
jurisdiction  without  injecting  itself  into 
proper  State  functions. 

Under  the  new  bill  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment  measures  apply  to  all  navigable 
waters,  whether  interstate  or  intrastate, 
and  with  respect  to  any  pollution, 
whether  the  pollution  is  intrastate  or 
interstate  in  character. 

Federal  administrative  enforcement 
procedures;  Now,  let  me  explain  these 
procedures.  They  have  been  substan¬ 
tially  tightened.  I  personally  favor 
tightening  these  procedures  in  some  re¬ 
spects.  I  do  not  favor  using  an  intra¬ 
state  test  for  jurisdiction  on  one  hand 
and  tightening  the  procedures  and  thus 
eliminating  the  States  from  having  a 
part  in  those  procedures  on  the  court 
ox-der  level  which  they  presently  have, 
doing  both  things — eliminating  State 
jurisdiction  on  intrastate  waters  and 
eliminating  State  lights  and  responsi¬ 


bilities  in  concurx-ing  in  the  request  for 
a  court  ox-der,  which  is  the  present  law. 
I  object  to  that  approach. 

As  it  x-elates  to  interstate  waters,  the 
minority  is  agreeable  that  the  procedure 
should  be  tightened  up  when  relating 
to  interstate  waters,  in  order  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  do  its  job  in  this 
field  in  interstate  waters  where  it  prop¬ 
erly  has  its  jurisdiction. 

Now,  let  us  discuss  how  these  adminis¬ 
trative  procedures  are  changed.  I  have 
discussed  the  administrative  procedures 
under  present  law  requiring  State  con¬ 
currence.  Under  the  old  procedure  the 
Secretary  or  the  Surgeon  Genei-al  could 
not  issue  an  order  that  was  enforceable. 
He  only  issues  and  recommends  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  State,  and  then  the  court  is 
asked  to  issue  a  court  order  setting  forth 
what  shall  be  done  to  abate  the  pollu¬ 
tion.  Now  the  procedure  is  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  issue  an  order  as  the  result 
of,  first,  a  conference  being  called; 
second,  a  public  hearing  being  called; 
third,  an  order  being  issued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  which  is  enforceable  by  the  coxxj't, 
enforceable  without  concxxrrence  of  the 
State  in  requesting  such  enforcement. 
The  State  is  not  consulted  on  the  order 
itself  as  is  the  case  under  present  law. 
The  State  is  not  consulted  on  going  into 
court  to  enforce  that  order,  which  is  the 
present  law.  And,  this  applies  not  only 
to  interstate  streams  but  to  State 
streams  as  well,  that  is,  intrastate 
streams.  The  States  do  not  have  any 
say  so. 

As  to  whether  the  stream  is  within 
their  own  State  boundaries,  whether  the 
Federal  Government  shall  enforce  the 
Secretary’s  order  by  going  into  court, 
these  are  the  changes  being  made; 

In  instances  where  pollution  of  navi¬ 
gable  waters  is  endangering  the  health 
or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  origin¬ 
ates,  whenever  requested  by  the  gover¬ 
nor,  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency,  or  the  governing  body  of  a  mu¬ 
nicipality,  the  Secretary  may  commence 
such  proceedings  or  he  may  initiate  such 
proceedings  without  any  request  from  a 
State  on  the  basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or 
studies.  So,  in  an  interstate  case,  the 
Federal  Government  can  initiate  the 
program  without  request  of  the  States, 
and  can  ask  for  a  court  order  without  re¬ 
quest  of  the  States.  In  the  case  of  intra¬ 
state  pollution,  of  course,  the  States  are 
consulted  on  the  initiating  procedure. 
They  have  a  right  to  a  membership  on 
the  hearing  board,  but  beyond  that  they 
having  nothing  to  say  about  what  the 
order  shall  be  that  the  Secretary  issues 
or  whether  that  order  shall  be  enforced 
through  court  action. 

There  is  whei-e  there  is  a  difference  of 
opinion  between  the  minority  and  the 
majoi-ity.  We  do  not  believe,  under  those 
cii-cxxmstances,  of  such  stringent  and 
broadened  enforcement  provisions,  that 
the  Federal  Government  shoxxld  have 
jxxrisdiction  over  intrastate  waters;  par- 
ticulai’ly  under  those  circxxmstances. 
Basically  we  do  not  believe  they  should 
have  such  jurisdiction  in  the  first 
instance. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  numerous 
other  aspects,  but  there  is  generally  seri¬ 
ous  concern  even  among  some  of  the 
State  pollution  control  agencies  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Federal  Government  taking 
over  what  is  presently  State  jurisdic¬ 
tion;  because  the  obvious  result  is  going 
to  be  that  their  jurisdiction  will  be 
shrunken  and  the  Federal  jurisdiction 
expanded.  How  we  are  going  to  bring 
the  States  into  this  program,  working 
with- them  to  abate  pollution,  which  we 
all  want  to  do,  by  increasing  Federal 
jurisdiction  into  even  intrastate  waters, 
asking  for  a  court  order  without  State 
approval,  is  beyond  me.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  the  approach.  I  think  as  related 
to  interstate,  yes — intrastate,  no. 

Mr.  Chairman,  briefly  with  regard  to 
financing,  in  the  last  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  President  vetoed  a  similar 
matching-fund  bill,  providing  for  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $40  million  annually.  The  House 
sustained  the  veto.  The  House  at  that 
time  passed  a  bill  similar  to  this,  provid¬ 
ing  $100  million  in  Federal  grants-in- 
aid  money,  which  actually  is  a  communi¬ 
ty  facility  program.  The  Senate  passed 
a  bill  for  a  lesser  amount,  $80  million.  A 
compromise  was  reached  at  $90  million. 
That  bill  was  passed  by  the  House  and 
Senate  but  the  President  vetoed  it  and 
the  House  sustained  that  veto. 

The  amendment  to  be  offered  by  the 
minority  with  regard  to  that,  so  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  will  be  one  to  reduce  the 
amount  from  $50  million  increase  to  $25 
million  increase  and  to  require  State 
matching  as  of  1965,  giving  the  States 
adequate  opportunity  to  enact  legisla¬ 
tion  to  provide  for  State  matching  funds. 

Again,  if  this  is  to  be  a  partnership 
program,  if  the  States  are  to  be  brought 
into  it,  even  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  said  in  testimony 
that  he  would  like  to  see  more  States  in 
the  program,  the  question  is  how  do  you 
encourage  them  to  come  in?  He  had  no 
answer  to  that.  He,  himself,  wanted 
them  to  come  into  such  a  program.  The 
question  is,  how  do  you  encourage  them, 
how  do  you  offer  an  incentive?  I  think 
the  logical  way  to  do  it  is  to  provide  for 
a  requirement  of  State  matching  for 
moneys  in  excess  of  the  present  program, 
effective  in  1965,  giving  them  ample  op¬ 
portunity  to  act,  so  that  we  can  have  a 
true  partnership  program  on  the  State- 
Federal  level.  Those  are  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  be  offered  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  promised  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Blatnik]  and  I  yield  to  him  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
answer  to  the  question  of  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Avery],  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  made  it  abun¬ 
dantly  clear,  we  do  not  enter  into  the 
matter  of  States  rights.  We  extend  the 
potential  Federal  enforcement  into  in¬ 
trastate  waters,  waters  within  a  State, 
only  when  that  is  initiated  by  the  State 
itself,  which  is  shown  by  the  specific 
language  on  page  8  of  the  bill,  line  24, 
which  reads  as  follows: 

Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of 
any  State,  a  State  water  pollution  control 
agency,  or  (with  the  concurrence  of  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agency  for  the  State 
in  which  the  municipality  Is  situated) . 


Then  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  can  come  in  with 
proceedings,  the  conference,  the  hear¬ 
ings,  and  the  final  order.  This  will 
strengthen  the  States. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Will  the  gentleman 
then  explain  the  meaning  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  on  page  10,  lines  8  to  13,  which 
very  clearly  states  that  in  an  interstate 
situation  where  the  public  health  and 
welfare  is  involved  the  Secretary  him¬ 
self  without  request  by  the  States  can 
bring  such  an  action? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  This  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed  al  through  the  hearings.  The 
gentleman  has  been  talking  about  the 
Federal  Government’s  injecting  its  en¬ 
forcement  powers  in  connection  with  in¬ 
trastate  waters.  Now  the  gentleman 
comes  around  and  dodges  on  the  other 
side  of  the  question.  Read  the  lan¬ 
guage.  It  refers  to  interstate  situa¬ 
tions.  I  will  discuss  either  one.  Let 
the  gentleman  pick  it  out,  but  stick  to 
the  one  he  picks  out. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  There  is  no  difference 
in  opinion.  As  I  stated  at  the  outset, 
State  concurrence  is  required  in  con¬ 
nection  with  interstate  waters  but  is  not 
required  in  connection  with  intrastate 
waters.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  It  never  was. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  point  is  that  you 
are  going  to  extend  it  to  intrastate  wat¬ 
ers.  Does  the  gentleman  say  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  jurisdiction  over 
intrastate-  waters  under  the  present 
law? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  None.  The  Federal 
Government  can  come  in  only  when  the 
Governor  of  the  State  or  the  health 
agency  feel  they  need  to  be  bolstered  in 
their  attempts  to  enforce  pollution 
abatement.  They  themselves  must  ini¬ 
tiate  it  by  asking  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  We  have  no  disagree¬ 
ment  on  that. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  gentleman  did 
not  make  it  clear. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  is  the  procedure 
required,  but  I  ask  the  gentleman  if  it 
is  not  true  that  the  States  do  now  have 
a  right  to  participate  in  making  the  or¬ 
der  or  having  the  order  enforced,  which 
is  the  present  law. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Of  course  there 
is  a  different  order  provided  for  in  the 
new  bill  than  the  order  that  is  provided 
for  in  the  law. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  is  precisely  what 
I  asked  in  my  question.  As  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  order,  which  he  now  has  author¬ 
ity  to  issue,  as  it  relates  to  intrastate 
streams  the  States  are  not  consulted  on 
that  order,  nor  are  they  consulted  or 
required  to  request  court  enforcement 
of  that  order,  which  is  the  case  today 
even  on  interstate  streams.  Is  that  not 
correct,  under  present  law? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  No.  We  would  like 
to  proceed  and  clarify  this  immediate 
question  of  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  agrees 
that  on  an  intrastate  stream  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  the  right  to  issue  an  order,  the 
States  are  not  parties  to  the  draftsman- 
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ship  of  that  order,  and  that  order  can  be 
enforced  in  court  even  on  intrastate 
streams  without  the  State’s  making  the 
request.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  State  initiates 
the  whole  operation. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  answer  of  the 
gentleman  is  “Yes.” 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  answer  is  not 
“Yes.” 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Smith],  who  is  chairman  of 
the  Watershed  Committee  and  one  of 
those  who  had  a  most  intimate  and  direct 
role  in  the  drafting  of  this  legislation 
and  conducting  the  hearings  and  writing 
the  final  report. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  very  proud  of  the  fact  that 
this  bill  today,  the  Blatnik  antipollution 
bill,  is  the  first  major  bill  to  come  from 
our  committee  in  the  present  Congress. 
It  is  also  one  of  the  major  items  of  legis¬ 
lation  that  is  part  of  the  program  of  the 
present  administration  to  help  provide  a 
better  utilization  of  our  national  re¬ 
sources  in  the  United  States.  The  chair¬ 
man  of  our  subcommittee  has  made  very 
clear  the  urgency  involved  in  getting 
this  program  fully  underway.  The  mat¬ 
ter  of  money,  of  course,  is  of  great  con¬ 
cern  to  all  of  us.  We  wish  it  could  be 
done  at  less  cost,  but  we  know  also  that 
if  the  minimum  which  is  proposed  in  this 
bill  is  not  utilized  now,  it  will  cost  far 
more  in  just  a  few  years. 

ENFORCEMENT 

We  have  had  a  lot  of  smoke  thrown  up 
in  the  air  about  this  bill  in  regard  to  the 
enforcement  procedure,  which  is  really 
the  heart  of  the  matter  in  regard  to 
these  antipollution  programs.  The 
whole  purpose  of  this  bill  so  far  as  the 
enforcement  section  is  concerned  is  to 
give  the  States  a  strong  arm  and  a 
stronger  weapon  in  enforcement.  Every 
type  of  enforcement  involved  here  is  con¬ 
current  enforcement.  It  had  to  originate 
with  the  States.  If  the  States  did  not 
start  it,  it  would  never  be  underway.  It 
gives  the  States  a  weapon  to  use  in  car¬ 
rying  forward  this  enforcement  that 
they  might  not  be  able  to  have  through 
their  own  machinery. 

We  had  a  lot  of  talk  earlier  about  the 
difference  between  the  present  law  and 
the  change  with  reference  to  navigable 
waters.  But,  obviously,  that  means  very 
little.  Actually,  this  talk  about  the 
States  rights  here  is  nothing  more  than 
a  smokescreen  to  cover  the  efforts  of 
those  who  would  not  like  to  get  this  thing 
passed.  The  best  demonstration  of  that 
is  the  fact  that  every  bit  of  opposition 
against  this  is  being  activated  and  pushed 
by  the  paper  companies,  the  biggest  of¬ 
fenders  involved  in  this  problem.  I  hope 
Members  of  the  House  will  not  be  so  lax 
in  their  duty  as  to  actually  fall  for  this 
type  of  propaganda  that  is  being  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  people  who  are  the  worst 
offenders  in  this  country,  and  that  they 
will  not  be  misled  by  some  noble  words 
about  the  type  of  enforcement.  This  ef¬ 
fort  to  prevent  a  strong  enforcement 
provision  from  being  put  in  this  bill  is 
being  pushed  by  the  people  who  do  not 
want  pollution  to  stop.  If  you  want  to 
join  with  them  in  preventing  an  anti- 
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pollution  program  and  letting  pollution 
continue,  then  go  ahead  and  vote  against 
the  enforcement  procedure. 

STATES  RIGHTS 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  is  well  known  for  his 
leadership  and  statemanship  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  protecting  the  rights  of  the 
States  in  Federal  programs.  Is  it  not 
accurate  to  say  that  not  only  do  the 
States  participate  with  requests  for  the 
initiation  of  action  in  any  type  of  an 
intrastate  antipollution  program,  but 
that  the  States  also  participate  in  the 
naming  of  participants  in  the  hearing 
boards  which  make  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  The 
States  participate  in  this  all  the  way 
down  the  final  orders  involved,  and  the 
additional  power  here  is  only  to  enable 
the  States  to  have  the  additional  weap¬ 
on  to  enforce  the  orders  involved. 
Actually,  this  provision  to  give  the 
States  the  strong  arm  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  regard  to  enforcement  is 
put  in  the  bill  only  at  the  request  of 
the  State  agencies  involved.  They  are 
the  ones  who  came  to  us  and  asked  us 
to  put  this  in.  We  are  giving  them  a 
weapon  which  they  can  use  in  meeting 
their  responsibilities  just  as  we  are  giv¬ 
ing  them  in  the  grants  to  municipalities 
for  the  sewage  plant  programs  the  in¬ 
centive  and  assistance  so  that  they  can 
carry  out  their  local  responsibilities  in 
that  regard.  In  this  enforcement  pro¬ 
cedure,  we  are  giving  them  the  same 
weapon  that  they  use  today  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  some  of  our  Federal  laws  such 
as  the  Dyer  Act  and  the  Mann  Act  and 
the  Antikidnapping  Act.  All  this  does 
is  to  help  the  States  meet  their  proper 
responsibilities. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Scherer]. 

(Mr.  SCHERER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  when¬ 
ever  a  legislator  opposes  any  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  a  Federal  pollution  bill,  he  is 
immediately  charged  by  the  pressure 
groups  with  being  insensible  to  the  health 
and  welfare  of  millions  of  Americans. 
Of  course,  this  type  of  pressure  tactics 
is  not  only  applied  to  pollution  legis¬ 
lation. 

As  an  example,  those  of  us  who  oppose 
Federal  aid  to  education  are  charged 
with  being  insensible  to  the  needs  of  our 
children,  inconsiderate  of  the  welfare  of 
our  teachers,  and  the  scientific  educa¬ 
tional  needs  of  the  country.  As  a  result, 
many  harmful,  unwise,  and  costly  provi¬ 
sions  are  engineered  into  basically  need¬ 
ed  and  worthwhile  legislation  by  special 
interest  groups  and  welfare-staters. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outseet  that  there 
is  no  question  but  that  for  years  local 
communities  and  industries  have  wan- 
tbnly  dumped  their  untreated  refuse  into 
the  streams  of  this  country  because  it 
always  appeared  that  it  was  the  fellow 
downstream  who  had  to  worry  and  con¬ 


tend  with  it.  However,  when  the  worm 
turned  and  the  pollutor  became  the  man 
downstream,  the  country  generally  began 
to  realize  that  it  had  a  serious  problem  of 
such  magnitude  that  drastic  legislation, 
both  at  the  State  and  Federal  level,  was 
needed  to  stop  this  pollution. 

The  Senate  in  1956  passed  a  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  bill  which  put  teeth  into 
enforcement  and  control  provisions.  The 
power  of  the  Federal  Government  was 
utilized  to  compel  pollutors  in  one  State 
to  desist  upon  complaint  of  another 
State’s  being  harmed.  Research  pro¬ 
grams  by  the  Federal  Government  were 
broadened.  The  techniques  for  the 
treatment  of  wastes  developed  by  these 
research  programs  were  made  available 
to  the  States,  local  communities,  and 
industries.  Legislation  such  as  this  was 
vitally  needed,  and  no  sensible  person 
opposed  it. 

However,  when  this  bill  reached  the 
House,  those  who  believe  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  inject  itself  into 
almost  every  activity  of  American  life, 
those  who  believe  that  the  Federal 
Treasury  is  inexhaustible,  inserted  in 
the  House  bill  a  brandnew  grant-in-aid 
program  direct  to  local  communities. 
The  States  were  bypassed  in  this  new 
Federal  pork-barrel  handout. 

It  is  usually  the  bureaucrats  and  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  that  conceive  these  new 
spending  programs.  The  then  President 
vigorously  opposed  this  new  grant-in- 
aid  program.  However,  some  of  the  pro¬ 
fessional  bureaucrats  in  HEW  secretly 
wanted  it.  This  is  the  nature  of  a  med¬ 
dlesome  bureaucracy. 

The  proponents  of  this  amendment 
to  the  Senate  bill  argued  that  these 
grants-in-aid  to  the  local  communities 
would  stimulate  construction,  that  local 
communities  could  not  afford  these 
costly  sewage  treatment  plants — as  if 
the  Federal  Government  could.  No 
State,  no  local  community,  in  fact,  no 
nation  of  the  world,  was  and  is  as  broke 
as  the  United  States.  Remember,  our 
debt  today  is  $50  billion  more  than  the 
combined  debt  of  all  of  the  States  and 
all  of  the  nations  of  the  world. 

Those  of  us  who  opposed  this  new  and 
novel  aid  program  direct  to  local  com¬ 
munities  pointed  out  that  the  $50  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  Federal  grant-in-aid  money 
provided  in  the  1956  House  bill  was  an¬ 
other  “foot  in  the  door”  spending  pro¬ 
gram;  that,  in  view  of  the  tremendous 
cost  of  sewage  disposal  treatment  plants, 
$50  million  a  year  was  only  a  drop  in 
the  bucket.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the 
city  of  Cincinnati  which  had  built  its 
own  sewage  disposal  treatment  plants 
and  arranged  to  pay  for  them  without 
Federal  help  by  a  tax  on  the  water  bills 
of  users,  had  spent  $62  million;  that  the 
$50  million  Federal  funds  authorized  in 
that  bill  was  a  snare  and  a  delusion; 
that  once  the  Federal  Government  in¬ 
jected  itself  into  this  program  the  funds 
required  from  the  Federal  Treasury 
would  eventually  reach  astronomical 
heights. 

Last  year  the  Congress  increased  the 
amount  to  $90  million  a  year  and  the 
President  vetoed  the  bill.  The  House 
sustained  that  veto.  The  President  said 


in  his  veto  message  that  he  was  vetoing 
it  because — 

water  pollution  Is  a  uniquely  local  blight; 
that  primary  responsibility  for  solving  the 
problem  lies  not  with  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  but  rather  must  be  assumed  and  exer¬ 
cised  as  it  has  been  by  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Of  course,  the  President  was  right. 

Local  and  State  governments  which 
set  their  minds  to  doing  this  job  have 
done  it  and  have  done  it  effectively.  The 
eight  States  in  the  Ohio  River  Valley 
under  a  compact  created  the  Ohio  River 
Valley  Water  Sanitation  Commission. 
Under  it  the  cities,  villages,  and  towns 
in  that  great  industrial  valley  had  been 
doing  a  remarkable  job  in  eliminating 
pollution  without  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  proponents  of  Federal  aid  argue 
that  it  has  been  the  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  stimulated  the  spending 
of  money  on  sewage  treatment  plants. 
Certainly  more  money  has  been  spent  in 
the  last  number  of  years  on  sewage  dis¬ 
posal  facilities,  but  it  has  not  been  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  money  that  has  caused  the  in¬ 
crease  in  expenditures.  Rather  it  has 
been  the  teeth  that  were  put  into  the  law 
that  caused  communities  to  act.  The 
great  bulk  of  the  money  spent  on  sewage 
treatment  facilities  has  been  spent  by 
communities  that  have  had  no  Federal 
subsidies.  In  fact,  the  average  Federal 
subsidy  to  a  local  community  has  been 
only  about  $75,000.  The  limit  under  the 
present  lajv  is  $250,000  to  any  commu¬ 
nity.  Considering  the  high  cost  of  sew¬ 
age  treatment  plants,  only  the  extremely 
small  communities  can  receive  in  Fed¬ 
eral  moneys  a  substantial  part  of  the 
costs. 

The  bill  before  the  House,  of  course, 
increases  the  authorization  to  $100  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  and  also  increases  the  amount 
any  one  community  may  receive.  Next 
year  I  predict  that  there  will  again  be 
legislation  offered  to  further  raise  the 
annual  authorizations,  and  that  year 
after  year  there  will  be  requests  for  addi¬ 
tional  increase  in  authorizations. 

It  should  be  obvious  that  this  is  what 
is  going  to  happen.  Instead  of  these 
Federal  subsidies  stimulating  the  build¬ 
ing  of  these  plants  by  local  communities, 
it  will  delay  them  because  as  we  increase 
the  maximum  authorization  for  cities, 
more  and  more  of  them  will  get  in  line 
with  hat  in  hand  for  Federal  handouts. 
They  will  drag  their  feet,  knowing  that 
Congress  the  following  year  will  make 
more  Federal  moneys  available  so  that 
they  can  get  their  share. 

The  President  last  year  in  vetoing  an 
increase  in  authorizations  supported  this 
position.  He  said: 

By  holding  forth  the  promise  of  a  large- 
scale  program  of  long-term  Federal  support, 
it  will  tempt  municipalities  to  delay  essen¬ 
tial  water  pollution  abatement  efforts  while 
they  wait  for  Federal  funds. 

The  Scripps-Howard  newspapers,  in 
commenting  on  last  year’s  antipollution 
bill  which  was  eventually  vetoed,  effec¬ 
tively  stated  the  case  when  they  said: 

If  the  Federal  Government  permitted  the 
States  and  cities  to  mind  their  own  affairs, 
and  if  the  Federal  Government  didn’t  tax 
these  same  States  and  cities  so  heavily  to 
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pay  for  Federal  “benefits,”  then  the  States 
and  cities  could  levy  their  own  taxes  to  pay 
for  their  own  benefits,  and,  under  local 
supervision  and  responsibility  to  the  local 
taxpayers,  the  cities  and  States  could  do 
their  chores  a  great  deal  better  and  a  lot 
cheaper. 

The  Federal  program  to  build  local  sewage 
treatment  plants  is  just  one  instance. 

Now  a  bill  is  ready  for  action  on  the  House 
floor,  proposing  to  spend  $100  million  a 
year — running  up  the  cost  of  this  program 
$400  million  in  the  next  8  years. 

It  is  free-spending  ideas  like  this  which 
run  up  taxes. 

This  new  $400  million  giveaway  should  be 
defeated  and  if  Congress,  despite  this  year’s 
$13  billion  deficit,  passes  it,  it  should  be 
vetoed. 

It  was  vetoed.  The  veto  was  sustained 
by  the  House.  This  year,  however,  bu¬ 
reaucrats  in  HEW  have  had  their  way. 
An  amendment  to  keep  the  authoriza¬ 
tions  at  the  present  level  of  $50  million 
a  year  will  no  doubt  fail.  The  increased 
Federal  handouts  will  be  approved  by  the 
Congress.  The  President  will  sign  the 
bill  and  the  sky  in  the  next  few  years 
will  be  the  limit. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Would  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  be  so  kind  as  to 
tell  us  how  the  States  become  the  re¬ 
cipients  of  these  grants? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Under  this  bill? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Under  any 
bill,  the  method  by  which  the  States 
become  the  recipients  of  these  grants; 
in  other  words,  what  legislative  author¬ 
ity  the  States  have  at  the  present  time 
to  participate  in  receiving  grants. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  The  States  have  no 
authority  to  receive  any  grants  because, 
as  I  have  said,  we  bypassed  the  States 
for  the  first  time  and  gave  aid  directly 
to  the  cities. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  What  oc¬ 
casioned  that  so-called  bypassing? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  do  not  understand 
the  question. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  What  oc¬ 
casioned  the  fact  we  bypassed  the 
States? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  The  gentleman  can 
answer  that  question  on  his  own  time. 
I  am  saying  that  I  am  opposed  to 
grants-in-aid  to  States,  because  we 
started,  as  I  said,  a  new  grant-in-aid 
program  at  that  time  direct  to  cities. 
It  was  a  foot-in-the-door  program.  We 
provided  $50  million  and,  as  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  in  his  discussion  on  the  rule 
a  few  minutes  ago  pointed  out,  that  is 
only  a  drop  in  the  bucket.  This  amount 
of  money  is  going  to  increase  from  year 
to  year.  When  you  consider  that  in 
one  city  the  cost  of  its  disposal  plant 
is  $62  million,  you  can  readily  see  that 
a  $50  million  Federal  funds  for  the  en¬ 
tire  United  States  is  going  to  do  practi¬ 
cally  nothing  toward  furnishing  ade¬ 
quate  funds  to  the  communities  for  the 
building  of  sewage  disposal  plants. 
What  you  are  going  to  have  is  first  a 
$50  million  a  year  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram  then  a  $100  million,  then  the  next 
year  a  $200  million  request,  will  be  made, 
and  so  on — up  and  up.  Last  year,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  pointed  out, 
when  the  House  and  Senate  attempted 


to  increase  this  amount  from  $50  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  to  $100  million  a  year,  a 
compromise  was  reached  and  a  figure  of 
$90  million  appeared  in  the  conference 
report.  That  bill  was  vetoed,  and  the 
President  said  in  his  veto  message: 

Because  water  pollution  is  uniquely  a 
local  blight,  primary  responsibility  for  solv¬ 
ing  the  problem  lies  not  with  the  Federal 
Government  but,  rather,  must  be  assumed 
and  exercised,  as  it  has  been,  by  the  States 
and  by  local  governments. 

Here  is  the  question  the  House  must 
decide:  Whether  this  year  we  are  going 
to  expand  these  grant-in-aid  provisions 
or  we  are  going  to  cut  them  off  now. 
This  is  a  program  that  should  be  han¬ 
dled  as  it  has  been  by  local  communi¬ 
ties  that  are  now  compelled  to  do  so  be¬ 
cause  of  the  strong  enforcement  provi¬ 
sions  put  into  force  by  the  1956  act. 

There  are  many  new  enforcement  pro¬ 
visions  in  this  bill  that  are  good  and 
should  be  enacted  into  law  to  enable  the 
States  and  Federal  Government  to  move 
in  against  those  industries  and  against 
those  municipalities  that  will  not  treat 
their  own  waste. 

So  when  the  bill  is  being  read  under 
the  5-minute  rule  I  shall  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  strike  out  the  provision  which 
would  increase  the  amount  for  Federal 
grants-in-aid  from  $50  million  to  $100 
million  a  year  and  from  $500  million  to 
$1  billion  over  a  10 -year  period. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmondson]. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Oregon. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  water,  in  more  than  a  symbolic 
way,  is  the  lifeblood  of  civilization.  If 
we  turn  to  the  pages  of  history,  and  ex¬ 
amine  the  decline  of  empires,  we  find 
many  causes.  But  no  loss  more  surely, 
more  irrevocably  dooms  a  great  civiliza¬ 
tion  than  the  loss  of  its  water  supply.  All 
the  great  cultures  have  arisen  where 
water  is  plentiful  and  pure.  And  when 
that  abundance,  or  that  purity,  has  been 
damaged,  desolation  has  followed,  as 
surely  as  the  night  the  day.  Today,  for 
the  first  time  in  our  history,  this  Na¬ 
tion  faces  a  future  in  which  the  foresee¬ 
able  water  supply  may  be  less  than  the 
demand.  We  must,  as  the  committee  re¬ 
port  on  this  bill  so  clearly  points  out,  pre¬ 
pare  ourselves  for  the  careful  use  and  re¬ 
use  of  our  water  supply. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  was  proud  to  be 
among  those  Members  of  this  House  who 
joined  with  the  able  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik]  in  introducing 
bills  similar  to  his  H.R.  4036.  Today, 
I  am  delighted  to  be  able  to  cast  my  vote 
for  H.R.  6441,  the  bill  produced  by  the 
Public  Works  Committee,  under  Mr. 
Blatnik’s  leadership. 

I  have  read  the  committee  hearings. 
They  tell  a  compelling  story.  I  have 
read  the  report  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  I 
am  deeply  proud  that  this  administra¬ 
tion  has  seen  fit  to  greet  this  legislation 
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with  constructive  suggestions,  rather 
than  with  the  stone  wall  of  opposition 
which  has  cost  us  irreplaceable  time  in 
the  last  few  years. 

Never  has  the  Nation’s  need  been 
greater  for  expanded  research  in  water 
pollution.  And  never  have  our  guide¬ 
lines  been  clearer  for  the  establishment 
of  the  field  laboratory  and  research 
facilities  as  proposed  in  H.R.  6441. 

President  Kennedy,  in  his  natural 
resources  message,  stated: 

I  propose  an  intensive  and  broadened  re¬ 
search  effort  to  determine  the  specific  sources 
of  water  pollution  and  their  adverse  effects 
upon  all  water  uses;  the  effects  upon  the 
health  of  people  exposed  to  water  pollution; 
and  more  effective  means  of  preventing,  con¬ 
trolling  or  removing  the  contaminants — in¬ 
cluding  radioactive  matter — that  now  pollute 
our  rivers  and  streams  so  that  the  water  may 
be  safely  used. 

A  Senate  select  committee,  under  the 
able  chairmanship  of  Senator  Kerr,  of 
Oklahoma,  has  just  completed  the  most 
compresensive  study  ever  undertaken  on 
national  water  resources.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  told  us: 

The  only  way  to  forestall  disaster  tomorrow 
is  to  begin  today  on  the  prolonged  procedures 
of  research,  planning,  and  constructing.  *  *  * 
We  must  greatly  expand  our  scientific  re¬ 
search  programs  to  develop  ways  to  make 
better  use  of  available  water. 

Last  December  there  occurred,  the  first 
National  Conference  on  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion — called  at  the  direction  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident.  Of  the  conference’s  30  major 
recommendations,  no  less  than  a  half 
dozen  stressed  research.  No.  24  said: 

The  flow  of  research  findings  on  the  water 
environment  must  be  increased  and  intensi¬ 
fied  in  depth  as  well  as  breadth. 

Another  urged  that  the  Public  Health 
Service  assume  leadership  in  establishing 
safe  allowable  concentrations  of  toxic 
contaminants  in  water  for  human 
consumption. 

For  the  past  45  years  no  fundamen¬ 
tally  new  sewage  treatment  processes 
have  been  developed.  The  Public  Health 
Service  has  just  begun  limited  re¬ 
search  seeking  more  effective  means  of 
treating  municipal  wastes.  Countless 
new  chemicals  are  finding  their  way 
into  our  Nation’s  waterways  as  a  result 
of  the  great  technological  advance  since 
World  War  II.  They  defy  treatment 
by  presently  known  processes,  and 
they  are  progressively  building  up  in  our 
surface  waters.  Radioactive  wastes  pose 
still  additional  threats. 

The  President’s  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Advisory  Board  has  repeatedly 
called  attention  to  the  need  for  greater 
research.  The  Board  held  one  of  its 
meetings  a  year  ago  at  the  Robert  A. 
Taft  Sanitary  Engineering  Center  in 
Cincinnati.  The  members  went  there 
specifically  to  study  the  work  and  intelli¬ 
gently  recommend  needed  expansion  in 
water  pollution  research.  In  its  report 
to  the  Surgeon  General,  the  Board 
pointed  out  that  “the  Center  with  its 
present  space  and  staff  is  highly  inade¬ 
quate  to  cope  with  new  problems  of  the 
chemical  and  virus  age”  and  that  “the 
present  staff  and  budget  is  about  one- 
third  of  the  actual  present  need  in  the 
national  water  research  program.”  These 
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were  actual  quotes  from  scientists  in 
charge  at  the  center  who  are  dealing — ■ 
day  by  day — with  the  Nation’s  water 
pollution  research  problems. 

Many  of  the  States  are  not  financially 
able  to  set  up  and  maintain  their  own 
water  pollution  research  laboratories. 
They  must  depend  upon  Federal  facili¬ 
ties.  Most  requests  for  such  services  at 
Cincinnati  now  come  from  States  within 
less  than  a  500 -mile  radius. 

The  regional  laboratories  proposed  in 
H.R.  6441  would  bridge  a  dangerous 
gap — growing  constantly  wider — in 
needed  resources  to  safeguard  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  water  supplies.  Support  for 
water  pollution  research  has  always  been 
disproportionately  low  with  respect  to 
its  need  and  importance.  Last  year  it 
totaled  less  than  $5  million  for  Federal, 
State,  industry,  and  university  pro¬ 
grams.  This  is  sufficient  barely  to 
“touch  base”  with  the  many  serious 
water  pollution  problems  that  need 
solution. 

Strengthened  pollution  control  pro¬ 
grams,  including  research,  are  of  par¬ 
ticular  importance  to  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west.  In  addition  to  its  needs  for  clean 
water  for  municipalities,  industry  and 
agriculture,  this  region  has  special  rea¬ 
sons  for  requiring  maintenance  of  water 
of  the  highest  quality.  The  scenic  re¬ 
sources  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  out¬ 
standing:  The  region  serves  as  a  rec¬ 
reation-vacation  area  for  people  from 
all  over  the  United  States.  The  Pacific 
Northwest,  together  with  Alaska,  con¬ 
tains  what  is  left  of  the  Nation’s  impor¬ 
tant  salmon  resource — a  resource,  I 
would  remind  you,  which  has  long  since 
disappeared  from  the  Atlantic  coast  due 
to  pollution. 

Within  the  past  several  years  there  has 
been  strengthened  planning  for  water 
resource  development  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  developed  its  major  water 
plan  in  1958  providing  for  flood  control, 
power,  navigation  and  related  water 
uses.  The  treaty  with  Canada,  which 
the  Congress  now  has  under  considera¬ 
tion,  provides  for  vast  additional  river 
basin  development.  During  the  past 
year  the  Public  Health  Service’s  Colum¬ 
bia  River  Basin  office,  located  in  Port¬ 
land,  has  been  preparing  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  a  strong  water  pollution 
control  plan  for  the  Columbia  Basin  and 
adjacent  northwest  coastal  areas.  This 
plan  is  being  developed  in  cooperation 
with  the  States  of  the  area  and  would 
provide  a  broad  framework  guiding  the 
future  pollution  control  activities  within 
the  Northwest.  There  is  dire  need  for 
adequate  research  facilities  to  comple¬ 
ment  this  comprehensive  development. 

Pollution  problems  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin  differ  from  those  in  other 
areas.  There  is  need  for  research  deal¬ 
ing  specifically  with  pollution  problems 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest.  The  impor¬ 
tant  anadromous  fisheries,  the  pulp  and 
paper  industry,  special  climatic  and  hy¬ 
drologic  conditions,  and  many  other 
facets,  all  combine  to  create  conditions 
requiring  specific  research — conducted 
within  the  region  itself. 

There  is  strong  support  from  many 
sources  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  for  this 


legislation.  The  Pacific  Northwest  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Council,  for  example, 
made  this  statement  last  year  to  the 
Senate  Select  Committee  on  National 
Water  Resources: 

There  are  increasing  signs  that  unless 
major  technical  breakthroughs  are  achieved 
during  the  next  half  dozen  years,  an  in¬ 
creased  portion  of  our  water  resources  will 
become  unfit  for  use  even  with  the  full  ap¬ 
plication  of  present-day  knowledge  for  feasi¬ 
bly  treating  sewage  and  industrial  wastes. 
Although  such  signs  are  more  commonplace 
in  many  areas  of  the  East  and  Midwest,  sim¬ 
ilar  situations  are  beginning  to  arise  in  the 
Willamette  River  in  Oregon,  in  the  Yakima 
River  in  Washington,  and  in  other  places  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest.  Answers  to  this 
problem  need  to  be  obtained  now  if  we  are 
to  prevent  the  wasting  of  our  waters  in  the 
future.  The  speed  and  accuracy  with  which 
we  solve  these  problems  depends  solely  on 
the  accumulation  of  new  knowledge.  This 
knowledge  must  come  from  research. 

The  immediate  need  is  for  the  provision 
of  funds  to  expand  the  research  program. 
In  addition,  the  proper  place  to  seek  many 
of  the  answers  to  the  problems  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest  would  be  through  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Pacific  Northwest  regional  lab¬ 
oratory  of  the  Public  Health  Service  in  or¬ 
der  to  give  more  intensive  study  to  the 
problems  of  this  region. 

Less  than  a  month  ago  the  Oregon 
State  Legislature  sent  to  President  Ken¬ 
nedy,  to  the  Senate,  and  to  the  House 
of  Representatives,  its  enrolled  Senate 
Joint  Memorial  No.  9,  urging  passage  of 
legislation  to  establish  a  Pacific  North¬ 
west  Pollution  Control  Laboratory  by  the 
U.S.  Public  Health  Service — 
dedicated  to  advancing  the  frontiers  of 
knowledge  by  conducting  research  for  the 
treatment  of  water,  waste  waters  ♦  *  *  and 
the  control  of  pollution  for  the  protection 
of  the  health  and  well-being  of  the  people 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest  and,  at  the  same 
time,  making  possible  the  safe  and  orderly 
development  of  industries  on  which  the  eco¬ 
nomic  advancement  of  the  region  depends. 

I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  can 
no  longer  afford  an  inadequate  program 
of  research  dealing  with  so  vital  a  re¬ 
source  as  water.  More  than  182  million 
U.S.  citizens  now  are  using  325  billion 
gallons  of  water  daily.  While  the  na¬ 
tional  population  increased  19  percent 
in  the  past  decade,  water  use  gained 
64  percent.  We  are  entering  a  critical 
water  supply  situation — seriously  com¬ 
plicated  by  pollution — which  must  have 
immediate  attention.  We  of  this  87th 
Congress  have  a  serious  obligation  to 
provide  the  needed  intelligence  to  deal 
with  it  through  adequate  research  fa¬ 
cilities. 

There  is  broad  public  support  for  this 
bill.  Public  health  officials  have  testi¬ 
fied  in  its  favor.  I  ask  that  there  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  my  remarks  the 
excellent  letter  sent  to  me  by  Dr.  Richard 
Wilcox,  Health  Office  of  the  State  of 
Oregon. 

Oregon  State  Board  of  Health, 

Portland ,  March  13, 1961. 
Hon.  Edith  S.  Green, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Green:  Reference  is  made  to 
H.R.  4036  and  related  bills  which  are  now 
being  heard  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Rivers  and  Harbors,  House  Public  Works 
Committee. 


We  have  reviewed  the  bill  carefully  and 
strongly  support  all  of  its  provisions  except 
the  amendment  to  section  2  which  trans¬ 
fers  the  responsibility  for  water  pollution 
control  from  the  Public  Health  Service  to  a 
separate  water  pollution  control  adminis¬ 
tration. 

The  public  health  implications  of  water 
pollution  control  have  become  increasingly 
more  important  during  the  past  several  years, 
particularly  in  view  of  increased  populations 
and  industrial  production  with  their  attend¬ 
ant  demands  for  more  water  of  higher 
quality. 

The  control  of  water-borne  virus  diseases, 
as  well  as  the  probable  necessity  for  more 
careful  control  over  the  disposal  of  some 
of  the  complex  chemical  wastes  which  may 
affect  human  health,  can  best  be  handled 
by  those  skilled  in  public  health  procedures. 
I  also  believe  that  the  Public  Health  Service 
has  the  competency  and  the  technical  staff 
necessary  to  carry  on  such  a  program  in  a 
manner  which  will  gain  the  acceptance  of 
both  the  Congress  and  the  people,  provided 
sufficient  support  in  the  way  of  adequate  ap¬ 
propriations  are  made  for  water  pollution 
control  activities. 

The  Federal  grants  which  have  been  avail¬ 
able  to  Oregon  under  the  present  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  have  been  most 
helpful  in  accelerating  the  construction  of 
public  sewerage  works  needed  to  abate  pol¬ 
lution.  They  have  also  been  of  assistance 
to  smaller  communities  faced  with  difficult 
financing  problems. 

While  a  great  deal  of  progress  has  been 
made  in  Oregon,  sewer  systems  and  new  or 
improved  sewerage  treatment  works  are 
needed  by  many  communities  if  we  are  to 
gain  any  headway  in  the  control  effort.  It 
is  appropriate,  therefore,  that  grants  for  con¬ 
struction  of  treatment  works  be  increased 
so  that  cities  and  other  political  subdivisions 
in  his  State  can  meet  both  their  current  and 
future  needs  for  waste  treatment  facilities. 

Your  attention  is  particularly  directed  to 
section  3  of  the  proposed  legislation  which 
authorizes  the  establishment  of  regional 
field  laboratory  and  research  facilities.  The 
need  for  greatly  expanded  research  in  the 
field  of  water  supply  and  water  pollution 
control  cannot  be  too  strongly  emphasized. 
The  highly  complex  and  diversified  demands 
for  water  resources  in  the  United  States 
present  a  need  that  is  a  research  problem  in 
water  quality  control  that  cannot  be  satis¬ 
fied  by  a  centrally  located  laboratory  which 
already  has  heavy  demands  placed  on  its 
staff  and  is  a  half  a  continent  from  many 
other  problems  on  which  study  should  be 
undertaken. 

We  urge  you  to  strongly  support  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  enactment  of  legislation  which 
would  establish  the  regional  laboratory  since 
there  is  an  urgent  need  for  such  a  facility 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

With  regard  to  the  enforcement  provisions 
of  the  proposed  legislation,  it  appears  that 
substantial  safeguards  have  been  included 
which  would  permit  a  State  like  ours  that 
has  an  active  and  progressive  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  program  to  carry  on  its  activi¬ 
ties  without  Federal  intervention.  It  is 
hoped  that  you  will  make  certain  that  these 
safeguards  are  included  in  any  act  which 
is  finally  adopted. 

It  is  requested  that  you  take  such  meas¬ 
ures  as  you  may  consider  appropriate  to  in¬ 
sure  the  enactment  of  this  legislation  with 
the  exceptions  which  have  been  outlined  in 
this  letter,  and  to  assure  that  appropria¬ 
tions  are  made  to  the  full  extent  authorized 
by  law  so  that  the  excellent  work  which  has 
already  been  done  can  be  continued. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Richard  H.  Wilcox,  M.D., 

State  Health  Officer. 

Chambers  of  commerce  and  labor 
unions  find  common  ground  in  this  leg- 
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islation.  As  evidence  of  this,  I  ask 
that  there  be  printed  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks,  letters  from  Mr.  Todd  Forrest 
of  the  Oregon  State  Jaycees,  and  from 
Mr.  William  Westerholm,  executive  sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Columbia  River  Fisher¬ 
man’s  Protective  Union: 

Salem  Junior  Chamber  op 

Commerce  Jaycees, 

Salem,  Oreg. 

Hon.  Edith  Green, 

House  of  Representatives, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Green:  The  waterways  of  the 
United  States  should  rightfully  be  declared 
our  greatest  resource.  Not  only  is  clean 
water  essential  to  life  and  industry,  but 
recreational  activities  associated  with  water 
have  become  the  greatest  “participation 
sport”  ever  known  to  the  world,  in  spite  of 
pollution.  Very  few  of  us  could  quell  the 
urge  to  exercise  that  was  generated  within 
us  at  the  lakes  and  rivers  and  beaches  when 
we  were  younger;  now  it  is  not  at  all  dif¬ 
ficult  to  restrict  our  exercise  to  rockthrow¬ 
ing,  walking,  and  bathing  suit  ogling. 

The  restraint  has  not  been  imposed  by 
age  alone,  either.  Negligence,  greed,  ignor¬ 
ance,  laziness,  selfishness,  commercialism, 
and  that  universal  curse  of  mankind,  non¬ 
application  of  the  Golden  Rule,  have  all  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  present  unattractive  appear¬ 
ance  of  our  Nation’s  waterways. 

What  a  waste  of  resource.  Beauty,  recre¬ 
ation,  exercise,  industry,  and  economy  lost 
because  of  pollution. 

Our  Nation,  cleaned  by  a  litterbug  broom, 
compressed  by  a  girdle  of  highways,  has  lost 
many,  and  is  losing  the  rest,  of  the  beauty 
spots  that  the  first  two  improvements  have 
made  even  more  necessary. 

Oregon  is  especially  hampered  by  pollu¬ 
tion's  waste.  With  our  magnificent  rivers 
and  lakes,  public  beaches,  and  manmade 
waterways  we  should  be  the  Nation’s  favor¬ 
ite  outdoor  recreational  area.  As  we  are,  if 
one  cares  to  drive  far  enough.  But  imagine 
the  selling  point  to  industry  if  Oregon  could 
invite  industries’  highly  educated,  specially 
trained  and,  consequently,  more  selective  em¬ 
ployees  to  swim  or  boat  or  fish  an  easy  5 
minutes  from  their  homes. 

But  as  matters  now  stand  neither  they 
nor  anyone  else  can  enjoy  clean  water  with¬ 
out  a  50-mile  drive.  (We  complain  about  a 
50-mile  drive;  other  States  would  consider 
that  convenient.) 

Cities  and  industries  have  been  proven 
to  be  the  worst  offenders ,  but  private 
citizens  are  not  blameless:  indeed,  the  fault 
lies  with  each  private  citizen  for  not  in¬ 
sisting  that  their  waterways’  cleanliness  be 
maintained.  Waterway  pollution,  to  the 
private  citizen,  seems  related  to  Mark 
Twain’s  weather:  “Everyone  talks  about  it, 
but  no  one  does  anything  about  it.” 

H.R.  4042  is  an  excellent  beginning  to  do 
“something  about  it.” 

It  is  unfortunate  that  it  has  become 
necessary  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
initiate  the  means  of  reform  contained  in 
H.R.  4042,  but  apparently  the  States  can¬ 
not  conceive  of  benefits  accruing  from  clean 
waters  within  State  boundaries.  It  therefore 
becomes  mandatory  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  make  information  concerning  pollu¬ 
tion  available  to  the  States. 

Field  laboratories  in  the  various  sections 
of  the  Nation,  if  they  work  with  local  in¬ 
dustries,  municipalities  and  individuals,  and 
if  they  utilize  local  graduate  students, 
sanitation  engineers,  and  production 
managers  to  prove  to  the  various  regions 
that  the  laboratories  are  concerned  with  a 
given  area’s  particular  problem,  can  be  of  in¬ 
estimable  value  to  State  and  local  sanitation 
authorities.  But  if  one  or  two  laboratories 
are  meant  to  serve  the  Nation,  removed 
States  will  not  be  too  concerned  about 


achievements.  The  Federal  laboratory  in 
Ohio  has  undoubtedly  been  of  value  to 
sanitation  experts,  but  Oregonians  cannot 
be  convinced  that  it  has  solved  the  sulphur 
disposal  problem  connected  with  paper 
manufacture. 

But  if  a  Federal  laboratory  located  in 
Salem,  Portland,  or  St.  Helens  were  to 
initiate  studies  of  economically  feasable  sul- 
pher  disposal  methods  the  entire  populace 
would  be  available  for  advice,  criticism,  com¬ 
plaints  and  acknowledgments.  Be  avail¬ 
able?  They  would  demand  to  be  heard. 

So  it  would  go  throughout  the  Nation. 
Small,  unorganized  groups  in  every  walk  of 
life  are  in  complete  accord  with  the  Public 
Works  Committee’s  problem,  as  is  every 
citizen,  if  the  citizen  were  only  aware  of  it. 
(How  could  anyone  be  unalterably  opposed 
to  waterway  cleanliness?)  But  without 
initial  impetus,  as  is  provided  by  H.R.  4042, 
the  situation  will  gradually  worsen  until  cor¬ 
rection  will  cost  many  times  the  money  and 
manpower  expenditure  proposed  in  the  bill. 

The  Oregon  Legislature  on  Tuesday, 
March  14  defeated  a  bill  designed  to  assist 
the  Sonitation  Authority  in  enforcing  their 
recommendations,  on  the  grounds  that  the 
bill  would  give  the  Sanitation  Board  too 
much  authority.  Can  such  an  appointed 
board  have  too  much  authority?  Can  their 
findings,  limited  though  the  board  is  by 
money  and  manpower  shortages,  be  forever 
questioned  and  refuted  without  any  correc¬ 
tive  measures  being  adopted?  The  answer 
should  be  no. 

Speaking  now  of  the  Willamette  Valley 
only,  what  can  be  done?  The  paper  plants 
and  canneries  using  the  Willamette  for  a 
sewer  know  they  are  polluting  the  river, 
but  the  wages  they  pour  into  our  economy 
help  offset  inconveniences  caused  by  their 
effluence.  But  they  are  willing  to  cooperate. 
Tn  fact  most,  if  not  all,  spend  large  sums 
of  money  each  year  in  private  investigations 
of  waste  disposal.  How  much  more  eco¬ 
nomical  it  would  be  if  these  sums  of  money 
and  energy  and  findings  were  going  into  a 
locally  situated  Federal  laboratory  for  eval¬ 
uation. 

Cities  on  the  Willamette  have  also  been 
made  aware  of  their  sanitation  shortcom¬ 
ings.  The  largest  has  been  hampered  by 
the  public’s  unwillingness  to  vote  necessary 
funds;  smaller  communities  have  banded 
together  to  insist  that  until  the  large  city 
provides  proper  corrective  measures  the 
smaller  communities  will  remain  uncor¬ 
rected.  A  suggestive  body,  such  as  a  field 
laboratory,  annually  equipped  with  local 
facts  and  figures,  could  greatly  assist  in 
eliminating  these  petty  bickerings  and  make 
the  people  upstream  aware  of  their  obliga¬ 
tions  to  people  who  live  downstream. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  making 
this  incomplete  statement.  If  it  has  been, 
or  can  be,  of  assistance  I  shall  be  happy. 
Use  it  as  you  deem  necessary  and  please  let 
me  know  if  I  or  the  organization  I  rep¬ 
resent  can  be  of  further  assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Todd  Forrest, 

Chairman,  Oregon  State  Jaycee  Wa¬ 
terway  Cleanup  Campaign. 


Columbia  River  Fishermen’s 

Protective  Union, 
Astoria,  Oreg.,  March  13, 1961. 
Statement  of  the  Columbia  River  Fisher¬ 
men’s  Protective  Union  in  Support  of 
H.R.  4036  and  H.R.  4042 
I  am  William  Westerholm,  executive  sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Columbia  River  Fishermen’s 
Protective  Union,  whose  address  is  322  10th 
Street,  Astoria,  Oreg.  Our  organization  is 
made  up  of  commercial  fishermen  producers 
who  operate  in  Columbia  River  between 
Oregon  and  Washington.  Our  objectives  are 
stated  on  our  letterhead,  “Maximum  Harvest 
Consistent  With  Sustained  Yield.” 
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We  supply  salmon  to  those  who  like  to 
have  fish  available  for  use  and  are  unable  to 
catch  them  personally — especially  the  aged, 
the  ill,  and  the  infirm,  and  to  return  an  in¬ 
come  for  many  families  and  businesses  and 
employees. 

Our  organization  has  worked  since  the 
early  1930’s  on  the  problems  of  cleaning  up 
our  rivers.  We  have  had  excellent  coopera¬ 
tion  with  sportsmen’s  organizations  in  let¬ 
ting  the  public  know  of  the  real  need  for 
having  clean,  unpolluted  public  water  avail¬ 
able  for  all  uses. 

The  problem  is  larger  than  any  one  organ¬ 
ization  or  industry  can  handle  and  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  U.S.  Government  is  the  only 
agency  that  can  coordinate  the  efforts  of  all 
to  solve  the  problem.  We  are  definitely  in 
favor  of  section  3  of  the  resolution,  which 
would  provide  funds  for  a  field  laboratory 
in  the  Northwest.  The  research  can  be  done 
more  efficiently  in  the  Northwestern  States 
than  elsewhere  as  costs  are  lower  than  else¬ 
where  and  skilled  staffs  in  the  State  univer¬ 
sities  and  State  agencies  and  industry  are 
willing  to  cooperate  in  the  research. 

Much  of  the  problem  is  due  to  the  indus¬ 
trial  wastes  put  into  our  rivers.  Accom¬ 
panying  this  statement  are  five  photographs 
and  exhibits  showing  samples  of  industrial 
pollution,  to  wit; 

Exhibit  A :  Clean  gill  net. 

Exhibit  B:  Same  net,  showing  slime  pol¬ 
lution  after  a  drift  in  the  Columbia  River. 

Exhibit  C:  Same  net  showing  slime  pollu¬ 
tion  from  industrial  wastes. 

Exhibit  D:  Type  of  Salmon  we  are  trying 
to  save. 

Exhibit  E:  Economics  of  fisheries. 

Research  will  solve  these  and  similar  pol¬ 
lution  problems  and  show  the  way  to  make 
useful  byproducts  from  wastes. 

The  increasing  use  of  insecticides  in  agri¬ 
culture  which  get  into  our  streams  is  creat¬ 
ing  a  new  problem  and  contributes  to  the 
killing  of  fish  and  acquatic  life,  and  if  un¬ 
controlled  will  adversely  affect  public  health. 

The  cities  and  individuals  are  placing  in¬ 
creasing  amounts  of  human  wastes  into  our 
waters.  With  the  ever  increasing  popularity 
of  water  skiing  and  water  sports,  there  is  a 
real  hazard  in  exposing  our  people  to  loath¬ 
some  diseases  and  epidemics  transmitted  and 
carried  by  human  and  industrial  wastes  in 
public  waters. 

We  feel  that  scientific  research  is  the  only 
way  to  solve  the  problems  and  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  the  only  agency  that  can  coordi¬ 
nate-efforts  to  clean  up  our  waters.  We  ask 
that  adequate  funds  should  be  appropriated 
at  once  to  establish  a  field  laboratory  in  the 
Columbia  River  area  at  once  to  solve  the 
problems  of  water  pollution.  The  results  of 
such  studies  will  be  available  to  other  areas. 

We  sincerely  thank  this  committee  for 
their  real  interest  and  their  efforts  to  solve 
these  problems  at  once. 

Sincerely  yours, 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  FISHERMEN’S 
PROTECTIVE  UNION 

By  William  Westerholm, 

Executive  Secretary. 

The  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  has  even,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  hearings,  earned  the 
support  of  the  DAR — or  at  least  its 
Maryland  State  chapter.  I  submit  that 
with  this  truly  universal  support,  the  bill 
should  pass  without  difficulty. 

(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  which  has  considered  this  water 
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pollution  legislation  over  the  years,  I  am 
extremely  happy  and  pleased  to  see  H.R. 
6441  being  considered  by  the  House 
today. 

I  am  certain  that  all  of  you  are  well 
aware  of  the  fundamental  problem  that 
now  faces  us  as  regards  our  Nation’s 
water  supply.  The  water  table  remains 
constant  but  our  population  is  exploding 
at  a  tremendous  rate.  Thus  day  by  day 
the  amount  of  users  of  water  increases 
steadily,  while  the  available  water  sup¬ 
ply  continues  to  remain  at  a  fixed  figure. 
From  this,  it  is  obvious  that  there  is 
every  need  to  conserve  and  have  avail¬ 
able  as  much  pure,  fresh  water  as  pos¬ 
sible.  For  this  reason,  the  need  to  clean 
up  our  Nation’s  streams,  rivers  and  lakes 
has  become  a  must.  H.R.  6441  is  a  gi¬ 
gantic  step  in  this  direction  and  I 
strongly  urge  its  approval. 

In  connection  with  my  own  home 
State  of  Illinois  and  city  of  Chicago,  I 
am  particularly  pleased  with  the  fact 
that  this  bill  authorizes  a  continuing 
study  of  the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the 
Great  Lakes.  The  Great  Lakes  consti¬ 
tute  the  largest  single  source  of  fresh 
water  in  this  hemisphere.  They  must 
be  protected  from  pollution  caused  by 
population  and  industrial  growth  and  in¬ 
creased  shipping. 

Particularly  in  connection  with  the 
Great  Lakes,  I  am  pleased  that  this 
would  allow  for  a  full  and  proper  study 
of  the  pollution  problem  concerning  my 
own  city  of  Chicago.  For  many  years  I 
have  joined  with  my  colleagues  from  the 
metropolitan  area  of  Chicago  in  urging 
legislation  that  would  provide  for  a 
proper  study  of  the  sanitary  problems  in 
the  city  of  Chicago  and  with  waters  of 
the  Great  Lakes  immediately  adjacent 
thereto.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
under  this  legislation  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  will 
carry  out  such  a  study  and  make  the 
necessary  recommendations  that  will  in 
the  long  run  provide  the  final  solution  to 
Chicago’s  sanitary  problems. 

Chicago  being  the  progressive  city  that 
it  is  will  take  full  advantage  of  these 
studies  and  the  recommendations  that 
they  bring  forth  and  thus  this  legislation, 
among  other  things,  will,  I  hope,  bring 
about  a  full  and  final  solution  of  our  local 
pressing  sanitary  problem  in  Chicago. 

H.R.  6441  is  needed  legislation.  Its 
passage  is  a  must  for  the  full  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  economic  development  of  our 
country  and  I  hope  today  the  House  will 
put  its  stamp  of  approval  on  this  legisla¬ 
tion  and  that  it  will  pass  in  a  resounding 
fashion. 

(Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  for  bringing  out  a  most  impor¬ 
tant  piece  of  legislation  which  is  so 
badly  needed  by  this  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  6441  and  desire  to  once  again  con¬ 


gratulate  our  distinguished  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota,  John 
Blatnik,  for  his  outstanding  leadership 
in  our  common  fight  to  protect  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  greatest  single  resource — water. 

I  am  privileged  again  in  this  Congress 
to  cosponsor  the  bill  before  the  House 
today.  Although  I  am  heartily  in  sup¬ 
port  of  all  provisions  of  H.R.  6441, 1  would 
particularly  like  to  emphasize  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  bill  which  makes  discharges 
from  Federal  installations  subject  to  ad¬ 
ministrative  findings  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
This  section  of  the  bill  will  mean  a  great 
deal  to  those  States  such  as  Maryland, 
that  have  a  large  concentration  of  Fed¬ 
eral  activities.  I  believe  that  the  en¬ 
forcement  procedures  in  the  bill  will 
bring  to  this  program  vigor  and  vitality 
that  will  inspire  all  of  our  political  sub¬ 
divisions  to  join  the  Federal  Government 
in  this  all-out  war  against  filth. 

I  am  particularly  proud  that  the  State 
of  Maryland  is  one  of  the  five  States 
that  has  created  a  companion  State- 
grant  program  whereby  any  municipal 
corporation  in  Maryland  that  is  eligible 
for  a  Federal  grant  is  automatically  en¬ 
titled  to  an  additional  State  grant. 

Gov.  J.  Millard  Tawes  in  a  recent  let¬ 
ter  to  me  has  stated : 

It  is,  I  think,  no  exaggeration  to  say  that 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  of 
1956  has  put  Maryland  in  a  position  where 
it  can  now  see  a  solution  to  its  pollution 
problems.  The  Federal  grant  program  plus 
the  State-grant  program  makes  it  possible 
for  our  small  cities  and  towns  to  undertake 
the  heretofore  financially  prohibitive  con¬ 
struction  of  needed  sewage  treatment  facili¬ 
ties. 

The  passage  of  H.R.  6441  will  give  us 
a  national  pollution  control  program  that 
will  serve  notice  on  one  and  all  that  we 
intend  to  mount  a  continuing  war 
against  the  ever-increasing  filth  of  our 
Nation’s  streams. 

(Mr.  LANKFORD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  today  we  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  assure  our  present  and  future 
citizens  of  an  adequate  supply  of  clear, 
clean  and  drinkable  water.  Water 
means  life  to  all  living  things,  and  that 
includes  the  human  face.  With  water, 
we  live.  Without  it,  we  die.  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  proper  that  we  consider  water 
to  be  our  oldest  friend  as  well  as  our 
most  valuable  servant.  We  have  no 
right  to  contaminate  it,  and,  as  a  society, 
we  must  prevent  others  from  doing  so. 

Unfortunately,  America’s  lakes, 
streams  and  rivers  are  being  used  as  a 
vast,  floating  garbage  can.  More  wastes 
have  been  poured  into  them  in  the  last 
half-century  than  have  been  removed. 
The  first  noticeable  effects  of  such  pollu¬ 
tion  are  odors  and  unsightliness,  fol¬ 
lowed  by  a  dropoff  in  the  numbers  of 
swimmers,  boaters  and  picnickers.  Less 
noticeable,  but  very  much  present,  is  the 
rise  in  the  incidence  of  communicable 
waterborne  disease. 


Clean  water  is  a  challenge  to  the  Na¬ 
tion.  Unless  brought  to  a  halt,  the  con¬ 
tinuing  pollution  of  a  large  part  of  our 
indispensable  present  and  future  water 
supply  will  create  increasingly  serious 
problems  for  every  citizen.  These  prob¬ 
lems  involve  our  public  health,  our  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  and  our  general  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  life. 

Mr.  Chairman,  America  has  already 
begun  to  feel  the  pinch  of  a  water  short¬ 
age.  In  1957,  a  U.S.  Geological  Survey 
study  revealed  that  a  thousand  commu¬ 
nities  in  47  States  were  suffering  from 
restricted  water  use.  This  affected  15 
out  of  every  100  of  our  citizens.  In 
order  to  maintain  today’s  ratio  of  water 
use  to  water  availability,  we  must  in¬ 
crease  our  supply  of  available  water  by 
one-third  by  1975. 

In  other  words,  we  are  fast  approach¬ 
ing  the  point  where  we  will  not  have  a 
drop  of  water  to  waste.  I  strongly  feel 
that  such  a  critical  situation  calls  for 
a  broad  and  comprehensive  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  program  such  as  the  one 
outlined  in  Congressman  John  Blat¬ 
nik ’s  bill,  which  I  was  glad  to  join  him 
in  sponsoring  in  the  House.  This  meas¬ 
ure  will  double  the  existing  Federal 
grant  program  under  which  local  com¬ 
munities  can  receive  funds  to  aid  in 
the  construction  of  waste  treatment  fa¬ 
cilities.  It  also  substantially  strength¬ 
ens  Federal  enforcement  authority  to 
abate  the  pollution  of  navigable  waters, 
making  possible  for  the  first  time  uni¬ 
form  pollution  control  regulations 
throughout  the  country.  Last  but  not 
least,  the  bill  authorizes  expanded  re¬ 
search  into  the  problem  of  water 
pollution. 

Seventeen  municipalities  in  my  home 
district  can  testify  to  the  effectiveness  of 
this  Federal  grants-in-aid  program,  for 
it  has  enabled  them  to  build  or  modern¬ 
ize  their  sewage  treatment  plants.  They 
are  the  towns  of  Abbotsford,  Baldwin, 
Blair,  Durand,  Eau  Claire,  Fairchild, 
Granton,  Greenwood,  Hudson,  Inde¬ 
pendence,  Menomonie,  Merrillan,  Osseo, 
Prescott,  Strum,  Whitehall,  and  Withee. 
Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  were  to  talk  to  any 
of  the  officials  and  residents  of  those 
towns,  I  know  they  would  have  nothing 
but  high  praise  for  the  program  which 
has  enabled  them  to  clean  up  their  water 
supply.  By  stepping  up  this  aid  to  local 
communities,  we  will  be  helping  many 
more  municipalities  to  provide  safe,  pure 
water  for  their  citizens. 

I  also  want  to  comment  briefly  on  the 
provision  dealing  with  the  all-important 
matter  of  research  in  the  field  of  water 
pollution  control.  I  feel  that  it  is  vital 
to  the  success  of  the  entire  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Program  to  conduct  re¬ 
search  on  the  varying  pollution  problems 
of  the  different  areas  of  this  vast  country 
of  ours.  For  this  reason,  the  bill  provides 
for  the  establishment  of  field  labora¬ 
tories  and  research  facilities  in  various 
sections  of  the  United  States  in  order  to 
give  special  attention  to  the  specific 
problems  of  each  region. 

Coming  in  for  an  intensive  study  will 
be  the  Great  Lakes  pollution  problems, 
which  has  been  intensified  by  the  in¬ 
creased  use  of  the  Lakes  since  the  open¬ 
ing  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  Since 


8692 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


I  hail  from  Wisconsin,  I  am  thoroughly 
familiar  with  this  growing  problem  that 
faces  the  people  who  live  along  the  Great 
Lakes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  in  closing  that  President  Kennedy’s 
Natural  Resources  Advisory  Committee, 
of  which  I  am  a  member,  has  urged  the 
adoption  of  legislation  to  establish  a  na¬ 
tional  water  pollution  control  policy  that 
will  protect  and  enhance  the  capacity 
of  water  resources  to  serve  the  widest 
possible  range  of  human  needs.  Con¬ 
gressman  Blatnik’s  bill  was  drafted  to 
carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the 
Advisory  Committee.  I  might  add  that 
President  Kennedy  urged  the  adoption 
of  legislation  along  the  lines  of  this 
measures  in  his  special  message  on  nat¬ 
ural  resources,  which  was  sent  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  February  23. 

As  Representatives  of  the  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  we  are  charged  with 
the  tremendous  responsibility  of  putting 
into  effect  a  water  pollution  control  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  not  only  aid  this  genera¬ 
tion  but  succeeding  generations  as  well. 
Despite  the  great  progress  that  has  been 
made  as  a  result  of  our  present  Federal 
water  pollution  control  law,  mueh  more 
remains  to  be  done  in  order  to  assure  a 
safe  and  adequate  water  supply  today 
and  in  the  years  to  come.  Therefore,  I 
hope  that  the  water  pollution  control 
bill  now  before  the  House  will  be  speed¬ 
ily  enacted  into  law. 

(Mr.  COHELAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.  ) 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  support  H.R.  6441  which  would  extend 
and  strengthen  the  Federal  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  program  and  assist  the 
States  and  local  communities  in  provid¬ 
ing  more  effective  programs  of  water 
pollution  control. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  resource 
problem  confronting  us  today  which  is 
more  important  than  developing  new 
supplies  of  water  and  protecting  those 
supplies  which  we  already  possess. 

President  Kennedy  succinctly  stated 
the  problem  in  his  message  to  Congress 
on  February  23  when  he  said : 

Our  Nation  has  been  blessed  with  a  boun¬ 
tiful  supply  of  water;  but  it  is  not  a  blessing 
we  can  regard  with  complacency. 

At  the  present  time,  we  in  the  United 
States  are  using  over  300  billion  gallons 
of  water  daily.  By  1980  our  daily  de¬ 
mand  is  expected  to  exceed  600  billion 
gallons,  or  twice  our  present  require¬ 
ments. 

Until  now  we  have  been  able  to  meet 
our  ever  increasing  needs  by  construct¬ 
ing  water  storage  facilities.  By  1980, 
however,  it  is  estimated  that  our  de¬ 
mand  for  water  will  exceed  our  supply 
by  85  billion  gallons  per  day. 

Efforts  to  find  an  effective  and  econom¬ 
ical  means  of  converting  salt  water 
into  fresh,  usable  water  are  of  unques¬ 
tioned  importance.  As  Justice  Fugate, 
representing  the  American  Municipal 
Association,  pointed  out  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  though,  the  most 
effective  assistance  we  can  give  ourselves 
in  the  immediate  water  crisis  is  to  clean 
up  the  water  we  have.  As  increasing 
demands  are  placed  against  our  limited 


supplies,  more  usable  water  can  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  prevention  and  control  of 
pollution  than  by  any  other  means. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  6441  is  crucial  to 
our  Nation’s  interests  and  welfare  and 
I  urge  that  it  be  passed  today. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
was  very  pleased  a  few  minutes  ago  to 
hear  the  gracious  tribute  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  to  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  our  committee,  our 
beloved  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Auchincloss].  I  think 
the  sentiment  expressed  is  shared  by  all 
of  us  on  the  majority  side  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  And,  just  as  emphatically  I 
would  like  to  state  what  I  believe  is  the 
view  of  the  committee  also,  that  the  en¬ 
tire  Nation  owes  a  great  debt  of  gratitude 
to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota,  our 
able  and  distinguished  colleague,  John 
Blatnik,  for  his  leadership  in  this  field. 

There  are  all  over  this  country  today 
millions  of  Americans  who  are  drinking 
cleaner  and  purer  water  because  of  the 
fight  which  John  Blatnik  has  led  for 
legislation  of  this  kind  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States.  And,  I  doubt  very 
seriously,  when  all  of  us  end  our  terms 
and  our  careers  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  if  we  will  have  done  any  single 
thing  that  contributes  more  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  country,  to  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  a  better  and  a  finer  life  for  our 
children  and  their  children  than  the 
parts  which  we  have  played,  however 
small  it  may  have  been,  in  advancing 
legislation  to  clean  up  our  rivers  and 
streams  and  the  waters  which  the  people 
of  America  drink. 

It  seems  to  me  that  most  of  the  preoc¬ 
cupation  and  most  of  the  concern  on  the 
minority  side  that  has  been  expressed 
on  the  floor  deals  with  the  fact  that  we 
are  proposing  to  extend  jurisdiction 
under  this  bill ;  that  we  are  proposing  to 
take  in  more  waters  in  this  land  of  ours 
that  are  not  today  covered.  There  has 
been  no  complaint  at  all  that  I  have 
heard  that  there  has  been  any  arbitrary 
use  of  this  power  in  the  waters  that  are 
already  under  the  bill ;  there  has  been  no 
complaint  that  anyone  has  been  mis¬ 
treated  or  that  in  any  way  the  Federal 
Government  has  been  abusive  of  its 
powers  and  responsibilities.  But,  there 
is  a  strong  argument  that  we  should 
not  extend  the  Government’s  respon¬ 
sibility  in  any  form  or  in  any  fashion  by 
this  bill.  The  chairman  has  told  you 
that  today  we  are  able  to  take  care  of 
only  about  4,000  bodies  of  water  in  the 
United  States  under  this  legislation ;  that 
22,000  bodies  of  water  remain  outside 
coverage.  Our  good  friend  from  Florida 
would  like  to  keep  those  bodies  of  water 
outside  the  coverage  in  this  legislation. 
I  have  been  unable  to  discover  any  rea¬ 
son  why.  He  has  not  indicated  any  rea¬ 
son  to  us  that  represents  anything  wrong 
with  the  program.  He  has  not  criticized 
the  mechanics;  he  has  not  criticized  the 
exercise  of  discretion  which  thus  far  has 
been  present  in  the  program.  He  simply 
says,  “Let  us  not  expand  it  and  let  us 
not  deal  in  any  more  water.”  My 
friends,  if  this  is  a  good  program  for 
4,000  bodies  of  water  in  the  United 
States,  why  not  be  fair  to  those  people 
who  live  on  the  other  streams  and  the 
other  rivers?  Why  not  give  to  those 


May  3 

people  in  other  communities  which  do 
not  have  the  protection  of  this  law  all 
the  power  and  authority  that  has  thus 
far  been  exercised  discreetly?  Why 
should  we  deprive  any  group  in  this  land 
of  ours  who  today  are  the  victims  of  pol¬ 
luted  water  the  benefits  of  this  program 
and  the  opportunity  to  correct  that 
pollution? 

I  do  not  think  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  intended  a  few  minutes  ago 
to  imply  that  our  friend  from  Florida  was 
a  friend  of  the  polluter,  but  I  will  say  to 
you  that  if  I  were  polluting  the  streams 
of  America  today  with  a  big  factory  or 
with  some  other  type  of  operation,  I 
could  not  handpick  a  better  position  to 
defend  against  any  Government  action 
to  stop  that  pollution  than  the  position 
which  has  been  taken  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida.  Let  us  extend  this  pro¬ 
gram  to  all  the  people.  Let  us  make  it 
possible  to  clean  up  all  our  streams  and 
all  our  waters. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Clem  Miller], 

(Mr.  CLEM  MILLER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CLEM  MILLER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  take  this  time  to  ask  a  question-^  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik], 
I  want  to  identify  myself  in  support  of 
this  legislation.  To  northern  Califor¬ 
nia,  this  legislation.  Public  Law  660,  has 
meant  the  difference  between  pure  and 
polluted  streams.  It  has  done  more  for 
northern  California,  for  the  wildlife  and 
the  economic  prosperity  of  the  area,  than 
almost  any  other  piece  of  legislation. 
Conservation  groups  such  as  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Wildlife  Federation  regard  it  as 
the  most  important  Federal  legislation 
in  many  years.  It  is  a  tribute  to  the 
efforts  of  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Blatnik]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  what  I  want  to 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota.  We 
have  a  very  serious  problem  in  southern 
Oregon  and  northern  California  in 
Klamath  Lake  and  River  Basin.  Due  to 
certain  conditions  algae  infests  the  area, 
Klamath  Lake,  Copco  Lake  and  the  river. 
The  dying  algae  gives  off  a  poison  fatal 
to  fish  and  thus  affects  the  economy  of 
the  area  which  is  dependent  on  it.  I 
should  like  to  ask:  Will  this  bill  permit 
research  to  cure  this  problem?  Would 
it  be  within  its  purview? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  In  my  opinion,  it  cer¬ 
tainly  would  include  study  of  such  a 
problem.  The  reason  we  are  recom¬ 
mending  regional  research  laboratories 
is  because  of  the  great  difference  in  the 
character  of  pollution  in  different  areas. 
In  the  gentleman’s  area  there  is  the 
problem  of  algae,  with  which  I  am  fa¬ 
miliar,  and  which  is  a  very  important, 
difficult,  and  up  to  this  time,  unmanage¬ 
able  problem.  We  have  problems  in  the 
Northeast,  in  the  Great  Lakes,  on  the 
east  coast,  where  we  have  high  concen¬ 
trations  of  industrial  activities,  where 
chemicals  are  used,  and  so  forth.  There 
are  these  variations.  In  the  gentleman’s 
case  the  problem  of  algae  definitely 
would  be  included. 

Mr.  CLEM  MILLER.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  very  much.  I  am  sure  the  gen- 
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tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Johnson], 
in  whose  district  Copco  Lake  is  located, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Ullman],  where  Klamath  Lake  is  lo¬ 
cated,  will  join  me  in  appreciation  of  the 
answer  the  gentleman  has  made  on  this 
subject.  It  is  of  such  tremendous  im¬ 
portance  economically  to  the  welfare  of 
the  people  of  our  area. 

(Mr.  ULLMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks,  and  include  extra¬ 
neous  matter.) 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Clem  Miller]  for  bringing  this 
important  problem  to  the  attention  of 
the  House.  In  our  concern  regarding 
the  many  and  serious  water  pollution 
problems  of  urban  areas  we  sometimes 
tend  to  forget  that  the  rural  areas  of  our 
Nation  also  have  water  pollution  prob¬ 
lems.  Noxious  algae  have  become  a  real 
pollution  problem  in  my  area  of  the 
West.  A  specific  example  is  the  problem 
of  noxious  algal  bloom  on  Upper  Kla¬ 
math  Lake  in  Klamath  County,  Oreg. 
It  is  a  serious  one  which  should  be  given 
thorough  study  by  the  research  facilities 
which  enactment  of  this  bill  will  provide. 
As  documentation  on  the  nature  and 
extent  of  this  situation  I  want  to  include 
as  a  part  of  my  remarks  a  report  by 
Kenneth  McLeod,  Jr.,  research  consul¬ 
tant  at  Southern  Oregon  College  in  Ash¬ 
land,  Oreg.,  entitled  “A  Proposed  Study 
for  the  Control  of  Noxious  Algal  Bloom.” 

The  measure  under  consideration  calls 
for  establishment  of  research  facilities 
in  various  parts  of  the  Nation,  including 
one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  Such  a 
laboratory  could  continue  the  type  of 
work  which  Mr.  McLeod  has  outlined  as 
a  part  of  its  task  of  conducting  investiga¬ 
tions  and  field  studies.  The  point,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  that  our  rural  areas  as 
well  as  our  urban  areas  have  a  vital 
interest  in  the  passage  of  this  important 
measure  and  the  implementation  of  the 
needed  research  to  build  on  this  type  of 
work  in  developing  a  solution  to  the 
problem  of  algae  pollution  along  with 
other  water  pollution  problems. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  legislation  to  expand 
the  water  pollution  control  program  I 
am  in  full  support  of  the  bill  which  the 
Public  Works  Committee  has  reported. 
I  oppose  the  weakening  amendments 
offered  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  pass 
the  measure  recommended  by  this  able 
committee.  We  need  this  research  pro¬ 
gram  along  with  the  other  provisions  of 
this  excellent  legislation  so  that  the 
serious  situation  on  Klamath  Lake  can 
be  studied  and  corrected.  We  need  this 
bill  to  go  forward  in  meeting  our  crucial 
water  pollution  problems  across  the 
Nation. 

A  Proposed  Study  for  the  Control  of 
Noxious  Algal  Bloom 
(By  Kenneth  McLeod,  Jr.) 
summary 

To  determine  the  ecological  factors  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  observable  Daphnia-algae  cycle 
which  now  controls  algal  bloom  at  several 
sewage  lagoons  in  northern  California  and 
southern  Oregon,  and  to  see  if  it  is  possible 
to  extend  this  apparent  biological  control 
to  the  natural  waters  of  the  Klamath  Basin 


noted  for  their  noxious  bloom.  Among 
questions  to  be  answered  are : 

1.  In  the  observable  process  is  Dahpnia 
the  prime  predator  or  an  essential  secondary 
element  of  a  much  more  complex  food-chain 
in  which  the  prime  predator  may  be  bac¬ 
terial? 

2.  If  Daphnia  are  primary  predators,  then 
what  species  or  strains  are  most  effective? 

3.  Has  the  presence  of  detergents  in  the 
oxidation  pond  played  any  part  in  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  observable  cycle,  i.e.,  as  a 
factor  of  natural  selection  developing  special 
strains  of  Daphnia  essential  to  the  cycle?  In 
fact,  what  influence  do  detergents  have  on 
the  zooplankton  population? 

4.  To  study  the  order  of  succession  in  the 
phytoplankton  population  created  by  the 
gradual  enrichment  of  the  waters  by  nitro¬ 
gen  and  phosphorous;  as  well  as  factors  of 
sunlight,  temperature  and  drought. 

RESEARCH  PLAN 

The  specific  aim  of  this  proposed  study  is 
to  determine  the  environmental  factors  that 
stimulate  a  tremendous  multiplication  of 
the  Daphnia  population  in  certain  sewage 
lagoons  of  northern  California  and  southern 
Oregon  with  the  resultant  observable  con¬ 
trol  of  algal  bloom  in  these  oxidation  ponds. 
And,  to  see  if  it  may  be  possible  to  induce 
similar  Daphnia  population  explosions  in 
natural  waters  of  ponds  and  lakes  noted  for 
their  production  of  noxious  blooms. 

If  such  a  program  is  possible  we  would 
possess  a  biological  tool  to  control  noxious 
bloom  by  natural  means  rather  than  resort 
to  the  use  of  industrial  poisons,  such  as 
treating  with  Shell  “Aquilin,”  as  in  that 
company’s  present  proposed  program  to  rid 
the  waters  of  Upper  Klamath  Lake  of  noxious 
bloom,  a  program  that  has  received  strong 
local  support  even  though  it  is  opposed  by 
wildlife  interests. 

The  natural  algae-Daphnia  cycle  control¬ 
ling  algal  bloom  in  our  local  oxidation  ponds 
appears  to  be  a  unique  development  in  that 
the  Daphnia  produce  tremendous  rythmic 
population  explosions,  which,  apparently  by 
mere  mass  of  number,  consume  the  algae  of 
the  oxidation  pond  much  as  a  plague  of 
locusts  sweeps  bare  the  vegetation  of  an  Af¬ 
rican  landscape.  This  rhythm  of  population 
growth  may  occur  in  intervals  as  short  as 
8  days  in  the  oxidation  pond,  however,  cli¬ 
matic  factors  do  influence  the  development 
speed  of  the  cycle.  This  cycle  of  algae- 
Daphnia  growth  is  somewhat  faster  than 
that  recorded  by  Slobekin,  1954,  which  em¬ 
phasizes  the  fact  that  we  are  dealing  with 
different  ecological  conditions. 

In  our  oxidation  ponds  there  appear  to  be 
no  natural  agent  present  to  hold  the  Daiph- 
nia  growth  under  control  other  than  the 
available  algal  food  supply,  thus  the  rhythm 
of  first  the  growth  of  algae,  followed  by  the 
swarming  Daphnia  which  consumes  it  and 
die,  then  the  algae  again  increases — thus  the 
cycle  is  established. 

At  the  South  Suburban  sewage  lagoons  of 
Klamath  Falls  the  algae-Daphnia  cycle  is 
well  established  in  control  of  algal  bloom, 
yet  a  quarter  of  a  mile  away  is  the  water  of 
the  Klamath  River  loaded  down  with  algae. 
At  this  point  the  question  becomes  obvious, 
why  does  the  process  function  in  the  lagoon 
but  not  in  the  adjacent  natural  water? 
Basically  there  is  not  much  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  nutrient  solution  of  the  oxidation 
pond  and  the  extra  rich  natural  water  of 
the  Klamath  Basin  which  is  noted  for  its 
production  of  noxious  bloom,  nevertheless 
the  Daphnia  population  of  the  natural  water 
apparently  has  not  been  noted  for  popula¬ 
tion  explosions  as  in  the  case  of  the  oxida¬ 
tion  pond. 

This  poses  for  us  two  lines  of  investiga¬ 
tion:  First,  the  problem  of  succession  in  the 
phytoplankton  population.  The  natural 
waters  of  the  Klamath  Basin,  though  rich  In 
nutrients,  are  not  as  rich  as  the  oxidation 


pond  and  while  the  natural  waters  support  a 
tremendous  growth  of  blue-green  algae  the 
higher  ratios  of  nitrogen  and  phosphorous 
in  the  oxidation  pond  present  problems 
largely  concerned  with  green  algae  species. 
This  problem  of  succession  due  to  enrich¬ 
ment  offers  us  the  field  of  study  to  determine 
if  it  is  the  nutrient  ratio  that  controls  the 
algal-Daphnia  cycle.  The  second  problem 
imposed  is  the  speculation  regarding  the 
presence  of  detergents  in  the  oxidation  pond 
which  makes  that  solution  essentially  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  natural  water.  This  raises  the 
question:  has  the  presence  of  detergents  in 
the  oxidation  pond  served  as  an  agent  that 
has  assisted  in  some  fashion  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  this  cycle,  by  either  placing  pres¬ 
sures  upon  the  processes  of  natural  selection 
and  developing  a  special  strain  of  swarming 
Daphnia,  or,  assisting  in  some  other  fash¬ 
ion?  As  a  consequence  of  this  question  this 
program  would  aim  to  study  the  influence  of 
detergent  concentrations  upon  the  native 
zooplankton  population. 

While  we  have  the  unusual  continuous 
predation  by  Daphnia  on  the  algae  of  the 
oxidation  ponds  this  has  not  been  true  of 
the  natural  waters.  Studies  of  pollution 
and  algae  made  on  the  Klamath  River  and 
Upper  Klamath  Lake  in  a  continuous  series 
from  July  1952  to  July  1959  found  no  evi¬ 
dence  of  any  kind  of  biological  control  of 
the  noxious  bloom.  This  also  has  been  our 
experience  in  a  more  general  association 
with  the  problems  of  the  use  of  natural 
Klamath  River  water  for  steam  production 
during  the  past  30  years.  It  therefore 
was  most  startling  for  us  to  observe  natural 
biological  control  over  the  algal  bloom  on 
Upper  Klamath  Lake  to  take  place  in  1959 
and  again  in  1960. 

Our  interest  in  the  potential  possibility 
of  establishing  biological  control  over  the 
noxious  bloom  in  the  Klamath  Basin  waters 
was  directed  to  the  algae-Daphnia  cycle  by 
Mr.  Wendell  H.  Candland,  regional  engineer 
for  the  North  Coast  Regional  Walter  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Board  of  California,  in  June 
of  1959,  and  we  established  a  station  on 
Upper  Klamath  Lake,  in  an  area  of  good 
growth  of  the  blue-green  Aphanizomenon 
with  the  intention  of  introducing  Daphnia 
in  the  swarming  state  from  the  local  oxida¬ 
tion  pond.  On  July  1,  the  density  of  Aphani¬ 
zomenon  was  about  10  million  per  liter;  on 
the  14th  of  July  we  were  startled  to  note 
that  there  was  not  a  single  visible  trace  of 
strands  of  Aphanizomenon;  furthermore, 
there  was  no  further  return  of  the  blue- 
green  algae  for  the  remaining  part  of  1959. 
This  phenomenon  was  not  merely  confined 
to  the  observing  station  but  equally  influ¬ 
enced  thousands  of  acres  of  the  best  grow¬ 
ing  Aphanizomenon  waters.  While  we  did 
not  observe  a  Daphnia  explosion  in  popu¬ 
lation  our  observation  of  the  oxidation  pond 
would  lead  us  to  believe  that  Daphnia  would 
be  the  most  likely  agent  to  produce  this  ef¬ 
fect,  though  we  cannot  discount  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  other  factors.  The  example,  how¬ 
ever,  clearly  demonstrated  that  biological 
control  was  possible.  In  1960  the  process 
repeated  itself  just  as  in  1959. 

There  appears  to  be  some  degree  of  con¬ 
troversy  inherent  in  these  observations 
based  largely  on  the  question  of  whether 
or  not  the  Aphanizomenon  was  actually 
consumed  by  Daphnia.  Authorities  such  as 
Lefevre,  1950,  and  Edmondson,  1957,  have 
developed  the  thesis  that  it  is  impossible 
for  Daphnia  to  consume  this  algae.  How¬ 
ever,  Watanabe,  Ito,  and  Sasa,  1955,  were 
faced  with  destruction  of  their  blue-green 
algal  cultures  by  Daphnia.  The  Japanese 
experience  appears  to  be  a  direct  parallel  to 
what  we  observe  taking  place  in  our  oxida¬ 
tion  ponds.  To  settle  this  controversy  it  has 
been  suggested  that  we  study  the  gut  con¬ 
tent  of  the  Daphnia  and  correlate  the  vari¬ 
ous  species  in  the  gut  to  their  abundance 
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in  the  pond;  however,  we  are  more  concerned 
with  what  happens,  the  result  of  the  ab¬ 
normal  population  surge  of  Daphnia  popu¬ 
lation.  The  Japanese  do  state  that  they  do 
not  believe  the  Daphnia  normally  graze  upon 
the  blue-green  algae  when  population  num¬ 
bers  are  low;  it  is  only  when  the  popula¬ 
tion  explosion  occurs  do  they  loose  their 
culture;  they  believe  that  the  green  algae  in 
their  culture  gives  the  Daphnia  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  this  spring  into  the  explosive 
stage  where  their  numbers  become  so  great 
that  the  waters  they  occupy  resemble  a 
heavy  concentration  of  orange  juice  in  color. 

We  realize  that  there  are  times  it  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  believe  our  eyes;  in  fact,  we  may  not 
be  faced  with  a  simple  relationship  of 
Daphnia  directly  consuming  the  blue-green 
algae  as  the  primary  predator  our  eyes  would 
lead  us  to  believe.  The  cycle  might  be 
much  more  complex  in  a  food-chain  rela¬ 
tionship  and  it  might  be  that  bacteria  ac¬ 
tually  is  the  prime  predator.  This  then  be¬ 
comes  another  point  for  study  which  must 
be  answered  if  we  are  to  gain  the  complete 
story  of  ecological  relationships. 

If  7  years  of  close  study  by  competent 
scientific  personnel  and  30  years  of  general 
observation  did  not  note  any  change  in  the 
algal  problem  on  Upper  Klamath  Lake,  then 
why  should  a  change  take  place  in  1959? 
Perhaps  it  might  be  the  result  of  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  an  active  swarming  group  of 
Daphnia  from  the  Santa  Rosa,  Calif.,  oxida¬ 
tion  pond  which  was  made  into  Upper  Kla¬ 
math  Lake  early  in  1958.  We  have  no  means 
of  knowing,  as  this  was  merely  a  “trial  to 
see  what  would  happen”  without  any  ade¬ 
quate  scientific  control  to  check  the  end 
result. 

If  the  planting  of  a  new  species  or  strain 
of  Daphnia  did  result  in  the  effective  de¬ 
struction  of  the  noxious  bloom,  it  appears 
then,  to  have  paid  off  in  some  remarkable 
results  in  1960  in  improved  recreational  wa¬ 
ter  and  of  fishing  success.  The  angler  re¬ 
ports  of  1960  begin  to  read  like  reports  near 
the  turn  of  the  century,  when,  by  all  his¬ 
torical  accounts,  Klamath  Lake  was  not  bur¬ 
dened  by  severe  noxious  bloom.  This  obser¬ 
vation  raises  the  question  as  to  the  toxic  in¬ 
fluences  of  the  blue-green  algae  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  aquatic  life  which  may  be  out¬ 
side  the  scope  of  this  proposed  study. 
Nevertheless  this  question  becomes  an  im¬ 
portant  consideration  in  relation  to  the 
Daphnia  problem  since  the  antibiotics  given 
off  when  the  Aphanizomenon  have  reached 
a  high  level  might  reach  such  a  concentra¬ 
tion  as  to  achieve  severe  auto  inhibition,  as 
pointed  out  by  Lefevre,  Jakob  and  Nisbet  in 
1952,  and  Ryther  in  1954.  This  antibiotic 
factor  could  possibly  have  played  an  impor¬ 
tant  role  in  suppressing  the  native  Daphnia 
yet  not  inhibiting  a  cultured  strain  or 
species  of  Daphnia  that  has  been  developed 
in  the  sewage  lagoon  under  the  detergent 
influence  if  detergents  had  a  part  in  natural 
selection  of  a  resistant  strain.  This  factor 
calls  for  some  study'in  the  ecologic  problem. 

METHODS  OP  PROCEDURE 

1.  The  south-suburban  sewage  lagoons  of 
Klamath  Palls  will  serve  as  the  basic  cul¬ 
tural  unit  for  the  study  of  the  mechanics 
of  Daphnia  population  growth;  here,  the 
Daphnia  swarm  at  regular  intervals  through¬ 
out  the  year.  By  .systematic  sampling, 
algae-Daphnie  populations  will  be  checked; 
a  running  analysis  on  the  nutrient  solution 
will  be  kept  with  interest  centering  on  pH, 
oxygen,  phosphorous,  nitrogen,  and  deter¬ 
gent  concentration;  climatic  factors  of  sun¬ 
light  and  temperature  will  be  metered. 
The  study  will  seek  to  correlate  these  known 
factors  with  the  algae-Daphnia  cycle.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  short  cycle  involved  in  the 
study  of  the  oxidation  pond,  samples  will  be 
checked  each  24  hours.  In  most  cases  the 
Clarke-Bumpus  plankton  sampler  will  be 
utilized. 


A  great  deal  of  interest  has  been  expressed 
concerning  the  enrichment  of  the  Klamath 
Basin  natural  waters  by  nitrogen  and  phos¬ 
phorous.  Work  by  Phinney,  1955-59,  upon 
this  subject  was  riot  conclusive,  possibly  be¬ 
cause  of  the  difficulty  in  correlating  the 
level  of  dissolved  N.  and  P.  with  algal  pop¬ 
ulations;  however,  we  hope  that  the  meas¬ 
urement  of  total  P.  (including  that  con¬ 
tained  in  the  algae)  correlated  with  meas¬ 
urements  of  dissolved  P.  will  yield  more 
conclusive  data. 

By  necessity  we  are  involved  in  two  par¬ 
allel  studies,  dealing  with  the  chemical  and 
biological  cycles  of  the  oxidation  pond  and 
their  counterpart  in  the  adjacent  natural 
waters;  one  can  hardly  logically  proceed 
without  the  other  because  of  the  climatic 
factor  which  at  any  one  collecting  period  is 
essentially  the  same  for  both. 

Taxonomic  studies  dealing  with  species  of 
zooplankton  and  phytoplankton  and  their 
population  density  become  an  essential  part 
of  the  study;  perhaps  in  this  we  solve  the 
question  of  whether  the  Daphnia  are  the 
prime  predator  or  an  essential  factor  in  a 
more  complex  food-chain  system. 

2.  The  study  will  seek  to  correlate  the  data 
of  the  Klamath  lagoons  with  that  of  the 
California  lagoons  which  possess  the  same 
algae-Daphnia  cycle. 

Special  attention  will  be  devoted  to  the 
grazing  problem  of  Daphnia  upon  the  algal 
forms  present.  The  proposed  method  is  to 
use  two  1 -gallon  jugs  in  the  water  under 
study,  suspended  in  situ.  One  jug  to  con¬ 
tain  raw  water  as  sampled,  the  other  will 
be  the  same  but  from  which  the  Daphnia 
have  been  filtered.  Initial  algal  density 
counts  will  be  checked  against  the  end  of 
the  24-hour  experiment.  The  Daphnia  pop¬ 
ulation  will  likewise  be  checked. 

Plans  also  call  for  the  measurement  of 
rates  of  production  of  the  algae  through  the 
use  of  the  oxygen  light  and  dark  bottle 
method. 

3.  Checks  will  be  made  on  natural-water 
plankton  populations  to  determine  their  re¬ 
sistance  to  the  presence  of  detergent  con¬ 
centrations;  this  should  answer  the  question 
of  whether  our  lagoons  are  developing  spe¬ 
cial  resistant  strains. 

These  checks  will  be  done  in  the  labora¬ 
tory  upon  native  species  from  pond  waters 
that  have  had  no  contamination  from  de¬ 
tergents,  or,  are  bothered  by  heavy  blue- 
green  algal  growth.  It  may  be  that  these 
same  native  species  introduced  into  water 
samples  taken  from  heavy  growths  of  Aphan¬ 
izomenon  will  give  us  some  information  in 
regards  the  antibiotic  effect;  as  we  know  of 
no  way  of  analyzing  for  these  antibiotics 
except  possibly  by  bioassays— in  a  field  into 
which  we  are  not  equipped  to  follow. 

4.  Ten  test  plots  of  one-thousandth-acre 
areas  will  be  set  up  in  natural  waters  known 
for  their  high  production  of  bloom.  These 
plots,  8  feet  in  diameter,  will  be  located  in 
water  of  varying  depths;  they  will  consist 
of  a  polyethylene  tube  of  20  guage  sheeting 
standing  upright  in  the  water,  secured  to 
the  bottom  by  a  sheet  metal  ring  pressed 
into  the  bottom  mud.  The  top  will  be  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  floating  ring.  Life  goes  on  with¬ 
in  the  plot  isolated  from  the  main  body  of 
water  and  not  influenced  by  drift.  Check 
samples  will  be  taken  within  the  plot  and 
outside  the  protected  area  for  comparison. 
Such  plots  make  possible  the  ability  to 
check  normal  growth;  and  through  fertiliza¬ 
tion  the  problem  of  succession;  influence  of 
detergents;  and  other  essential  study  data 
under  normal  climatic  conditions.  Other 
such  plots  will  be  added  as  needed  as  we 
prefer  to  pursue  as  much  of  the  study  under 
natural  conditions  rather  than  the  artificial 
life  of  the  laboratory. 

5.  On  the  hypothesis  that  the  native 
Daphnia  population  is  held  in  balance  in 
the  natural  waters  by  antibiotic  effects  or 
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other  natural  controls,  tests  will  be  run  to 
seek  ways  of  upsetting  this  natural  balance 
by  introducing  Daphnia  in  a  swarming  state 
into  lagoons  where  algal  bloom  is  heavy. 
We  have  talked  with  the  Pish  and  Wildlife 
Service  in  regard  to  the  lagoons  on  the  Kla- 
math-Tule  National  Wildlife  Refuges.  Daph¬ 
nia  swarms  to  come  from  the  local  oxidation 
ponds. 

6.  If  simple  introductions  of  swarming 
Daphnia  are  not  sufficient  to  upset  the  natu¬ 
ral  balance,  checks  will  be  made  to  see  if 
some  pretreatment  of  spot  areas  by  detergent 
may  make  the  introduction  effective. 

Significance  of  the  work  is  the  fact  that 
we  believe  noxious  algal  bloom  can  be 
brought  under  control  by  biological  methods 
rather  than  by  expensive  treatment  with 
commercial  algicides.  These  chemical  meth¬ 
ods  are  far  too  expensive  to  cope  with  the 
Klamath  problem  which  affects  more  than 
200,000  acres  of  water.  The  heavy  load  of 
algae  in  the  waters  of  the  Klamath  reach 
from  the  mountains  to  the  sea  and  have 
created  serious  hazards  to  aquatic  life,  re¬ 
sulting  in  dramatic  fish  kills.  There  is  some 
concern  that  livestock  drinking  the  water 
may  develop  physical  and  physiological 
manifestations  that  might  be  misinterpreted 
as  nutritional  deficiencies  or  some  similar 
ailment.  Botulism  which  annually  attacks 
ducks  in  this  area  is  largely  attributed  to 
effects  created  by  algal  bloom.  The  biology 
and  chemistry  of  the  Klamath  River  is  very 
definitely  affected  by  the  load  of  algae  it 
must  carry  and  the  total  length  of  the  river 
from  the  Klamath  Basin  to  the  ocean  carries 
quite  a  uniform  population.  Pear  is  being 
expressed  that  the  building  of  additional 
impoundments  will  greatly  increase  the  or¬ 
ganic  load  and  put  an  end  to  fish  life  in  this 
stream.  The  most  immediate  complaint  is 
largely  esthetic  from  appearance  and  odor. 

FACILITIES  AVAILABLE 

1.  The  surface  oxidation  popds  at  Klamath 
Palls,  Oreg.;  and,  ponds  at  Blue  Lake,  Areata, 
Santa  Rosa,  and  Sebastopol  in  California. 

2.  Upper  Klamath  Lake,  Klamath  River, 
and  Klamath-Tule  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
ponds. 

3.  The  laboratory  of  the  Klamath  High¬ 
lands  Research  Center  in  Klamath  Falls. 

4.  Facilities  of  Southern  Oregon  College, 
Ashland,  Oreg. 

Previous  work  done  on  this  project  has 
been  largely  at  the  instigation  of  Mr.  William 
G.  Shackleton,  executive  officer,  and  Mr. 
Wendell  H.  Candland,  engineer,  of  the  water 
pollution  control  board,  north  coastal  region, 
of  California,  who  will  act  as  consultants  on 
this  project.  John  N.  Wilson,  biologist, 
Water  Supply  and  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol.  Pacific  Northwest  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  will  also 
act  as  a  consultant.  Much  of  the  early 
work  of  these  investigators  concerns  the  pol¬ 
lution  problems  created  by  algae  in  the 
waters  of  the  Klamath  River.  Practically 
no  research  has  been  devoted  to  the  study  as 
outline,  other  than  personal  observations 
and  transplants  of  Daphnia  by  Mr.  Qnnd- 
land.  The  principal  investigator  of  this 
proposed  study  came  into  the  picture  in  1959 
and  started  preliminary  observations  which 
led  to  the  discovery  of  the  algal  kill  on 
Klamath  Lake  in  1959  and  1960.  His  previous 
experience  with  the  waters  of  the  lake  was 
confined  to  its  chemical  composition  and  the 
use  of  its  waters  for  the  production  of  steam. 
The  high  organic  content  coupled  with  lime 
and  silica  content  made  for  a  very  difficult 
treatment  problem  before  it  served  industrial 
use. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Baldwin], 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had 
the  privilege  of  serving  on  the  Committee 
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on  Public  Works  in  1956  when  the  first 
major  bill  in  this  field  was  passed,  which 
became  Public  Law  660.  It  was  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  support  and  to  vote  for  that  bill 
at  that  time.  It  was  also  my  privilege 
to  vote  for  the  bill  which  was  passed  by 
this  body  last  year  which  eventually  ran 
into  a  Presidential  veto.  I  have  also 
voted  for  this  bill  as  it  came  out  of  com¬ 
mittee  this  year. 

The  problem  of  pollution  in  the 
streams  today  is  a  most  serious  mie  and 
a  number  of  factors  are  causing  it  to  be¬ 
come  particularly  critical.  In  the  first 
place,  the  growth  of  the  population  of 
our  country  without  any  material  in¬ 
crease  in  the  total  water  supply  has  in¬ 
creased  the  ratio  of  pollution  to  the 
same  amount  of  water  that  is  available 
in  this  country. 

In  the  second  place,  the  further  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  skills  in  the  field  of 
industry  has  caused  additional  types  of 
chemicals  and  materials  of  that  kind,  to 
be  produced  in  plants,  with  related  dis¬ 
charges  going  into  our  streams,  some  of 
which  we  do  not  know  how  to  control. 

Thirdly,  as  we  get  into  the  atomic 
energy  field,  we  are  also  beginning  to 
create  atomic  wastes  and  we  are  not 
sure  how  to  control  those  wastes  when 
some  of  them  get  into  our  water  supply. 

All  of  these  problems  are  going  to  pre¬ 
sent  a  serious  challenge  to  us  in  the  years 
ahead.  For  this  reason  the  section  in  the 
bill  providing  for  the  establishment  of 
research  facilities  in  different  parts  of 
the  country  I  think  is  going  to  be  par¬ 
ticularly  important  to  us.  Also  the  in¬ 
crease  in  grants  from  $3  million  to  $5 
million  a  year  to  the  States  to  help  them 
set  up  control  programs  I  think  is  going 
to  be  particularly  important. 

The  fact  that  I  voted  for  this  bill  in 
committee  does  not  necessarily  indicate 
that  I  think  this  bill  is  ideal.  I  think 
there  could  be  improvements  in  it.  One 
of  the  fields  in  which  I  think  we  could 
make  improvements  is  to  bring  the 
States  into  this  program.  We  have 
brought  the  States  into  a  number  of 
other  programs  where  it  has  worked  ex¬ 
tremely  well,  for  instance  the  ABC  high¬ 
way  program,  for  primary  and  secon¬ 
dary  roads,  where  we  have  a  50-percent 
Federal  and  a  50-percent  State  contri¬ 
bution,  and  that  program  has  worked 
extremely  well. 

It  seems  to  me  we  should  ask  the 
States  to  join  us  in  conducting  this  cru¬ 
sade  to  clean  up  the  Nation’s  streams. 
We  are  putting  up  30  percent  in  grants 
for  plants  to  meet  pollution  in  the  com¬ 
munities,  but  we  are  not  asking  the 
States  to  do  anything.  I  think  we  could 
do  better  by  telling  the  States  they 
should  recognize  that  they  have  an  in¬ 
terest  in  this  problem  and  should  be 
sufficiently  interested  in  the  program  to 
join  with  us  in  providing  matching 
funds  for  carrying  out  the  program. 

I  supported  in  committee  and  intend 
to  support  on  the  floor  today  an  amend¬ 
ment  that  the  States  should  come  into 
this  picture  from  a  matching  standpoint 
and  that  the  States  should  match  any 
Federal  grants  above  the  present  $50 
million  per  year  program  of  Federal 
grants.  I  think  that  is  fair,  I  think  that 
is  reasonable.  We  should  ask  the 
States  to  give  recognition  to  their  in¬ 


terest  in  this  problem  by  joining  with  us 
in  making  a  contribution  to  cleaning  up 
our  Nation’s  streams. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
the  floor  for  the  purpose  of  expressing 
my  deep  appreciation  of  the  efforts  of 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  in  his 
program  and  campaign  to  clear  up  our 
streams  and  the  bodies  of  inland  waters 
from  the  pollution  from  which  they 
presently  suffer. 

I  had  occasion  to  address  the  Petro¬ 
leum  Association  of  West  Virginia  some 
years  ago.  In  inviting  me  they  failed 
to  tell  me  what  topic  they  wanted  me 
to  discuss.  I  wired  them,  and  they  wired 
back,  “Use  your  own  judgment.”  I  spoke 
on  the  subject  of  “Water,  Black  Gold  of 
the  Future.”  They  often  refer  to  oil  as 
black  gold.  It  was  quite  an  eyeopener 
to  those  folks  because  they  had  been 
interested  only  in  petroleum  and  nat¬ 
ural  gas.  I  told  them  about  this  sub¬ 
ject,  of  pollution  control  that  is  more 
necessary  today  than  ever. 

Let  me  tell  you  something  about  West 
Virginia  and  why  I  am  particularly  in¬ 
terested.  We  have  completed  four  huge 
reservoirs  and  are  constructing  a  fifth. 
The  waters  of  those  reservoirs  are  con¬ 
taminated  by  millions  of  gallons  of  sul¬ 
furic  acid  pouring  out  of  the  open  mines 
in  the  State  and  polluting  not  only  the 
rivers  but  killing  all  the  aquatic  life  in 
those  rivers.  They  have  polluted  four 
huge  reservoirs.  This  pollution  prevents 
the  State  of  West  Virginia  from  making 
use  of  its  potentialities,  because  you  can¬ 
not  clear  up  those  streams  and  reservoirs 
and,  particularly,  stock  them  with  fish 
without  removing  the  pollution.  We  are 
looking  forward  in  West  Virginia  to 
making  use  of  those  potentialities  by  at¬ 
tracting  tourists.  It  will  help  the  sit¬ 
uation  considerably  in  the  State  of  West 
Virginia.  The  only  way  we  can  do  it  is 
to  seal  between  5,000  and  6,000  open  coal 
mines  that  are  pouring  sulfuric  acid  into 
our  streams,  because  we  let  oxygen  get 
into  the  mines  and  change  iron  pyrites 
into  sulfuric  acid. 

So  I  can  pledge  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik]  and  others' 
supporting  this  legislation  that  I  will  be 
greatly  disappointed  if  there  is  not  a 
unanimous  vote  from  the  West  Virginia 
delegation  for  this  bill,  regardless  of 
their  politics. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Dooley], 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  committee’s  bill,  H.R. 
6441,  because  it  represents  a  forward 
step  in  solving  one  of  the  most  critical 
problems  of  our  times. 

Our  wonderful  country  today,  with  all 
its  amazing  techniques  and  technologies 
for  modem  living,  with  all  its  attention 
to  high-speed  engines,  to  data-sorting 
machines,  to  beautiful  buildings,  to  jet 
planes,  has  not  yet  found  a  way  to  prop¬ 
erly  maintain  or  approximate  the  nat¬ 
ural  conditions  of  its  rivers  and  streams. 
The  result  is  that  people  in  many  parts 
of  our  country  are  drinking  water  which 
has  been  befouled  by  organic  and  plant 
wastes  many  times  over.  Only  by  in¬ 


tensified  treatment  is  this  water  made 
potable. 

To  reduce  the  amount  of  Federal 
participation  in  water  pollution  control 
might  be  likened  to  constructing  a  beau¬ 
tiful  patio  around  an  old-fashioned  out¬ 
house.  Some  who  oppose  this  bill  base 
their  opinion  in  part  on  the  need  for 
matching  funds  from  the  States.  There 
is  of  course  much  to  be  said  for  this 
viewpoint,  but  the  fact  remains  that 
polluted  water  constitutes  a  national 
problem — a  grave  national  problem 
which  I  believe  the  Federal  Government 
must  face  up  to.  It  does  face  up  to  it 
in  the  provisions  of  H.R.  6441. 

The  waters  of  the  Mississippi  River  at 
New  Orleans  contain  the  polluting  in¬ 
gredients  of  some  30  rivers  that  flow 
directly  or  indirectly  into  the  Father  of 
Waters.  Every  town  and  city  on  those 
rivers  that  lacks  an  adequate  pollution 
treatment  plant  is  an  offender  and  a 
jeopardize!-  of  the  public  health.  The 
same  is  true  of  rivers  in  certain  other 
areas. 

Teeth  are  needed  in  the  law,  and  the 
bill,  H.R.  6441,  has  such  teeth  in  it  to 
require  cities  and  towns  to  carry  out 
their  responsibilities  to  other  com¬ 
munities. 

Criticism  has  been  leveled  at  this  bill 
by  those  opposed  to  it,  because  it  would 
increase  the  amount  of  Federal  aid  for 
disposal  plant  construction.  The  aid,  to 
my  way  of  thinking,  would  be  a  boon, 
rather  than  a  deterrent.  The  grant  of 
30  percent  or  a  maximum  of  $250,000, 
whichever  constitutes  the  lesser  figure,  is 
provided  for  under  the  present  law.  This 
is  inadequate  to  the  necessities  of  the 
times.  The  legislation  under  discussion 
would  raise  this  figure  to  a  maximum  of 
$800,000. 

The  proposed  formula  provides  that  a 
Federal  grant  would  amount  to  30  per¬ 
cent  of  the  first  million  dollars  of  the 
cost  of  a  project,  plus  15  percent  of  the 
next  $2  million,  plus  10  percent  of  the 
remainder,  with  $800,000  being  the  limit. 
This  is  a  realistic  approach. 

Not  long  ago  a  plant  near  my  con¬ 
stituency  was  constructed  at  a  cost  of 
$9  million.  The  maximum  Federal  com¬ 
mitment  of  $250,000  under  the  present 
law  could  hardly  be  called  a  strong  in¬ 
centive,  but  under  the  new  bill  which 
permits  a  higher  maximum  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  the  incentive  would  be  sub¬ 
stantial. 

Admittedly  most  of  the  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  plants  are  in  the  smaller 
category  insofar  as  costs  are  concerned, 
but  I  think  it  can  be  conceded  that  the 
old  formula  did  not  do  justice  to  the 
larger  cities  and  communities,  where  the 
cost  of  a  plant  ran  into  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  devel¬ 
oped  during  the  hearings  this  year  that 
the  need  for  construction  of  treatment 
plants  by  municipalities,  exceeding 
50,000  population,  amounts  to  about  30 
percent  of  total  U.S.  needs,  yet  these 
cities  have  received  less  than  15  percent 
of  the  Federal  grant  funds  under  exist¬ 
ing  legislation. 

It  is  comparatively  easy  to  dream  up 
formulas  for  State-matching  funds. 
For  example,  there  is  suggested  an  ar¬ 
rangement  which  provides  that,  if  the 
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States  are  required  to  match  that  por¬ 
tion  of  annual  appropriation  in  excess  of 
$50  million  per  year,  the  authorization 
in  H.R.  6441  can  be  reduced  from  $100 
million  to  $75  million  per  year  while 
still  making  $100  million  available  an¬ 
nually  by  a  combination  of  Federal  and 
State  aid  for  the  construction  of  local 
pollution  control  plants. 

The  problem  is  that  the  States  would 
be  slow  or  even  reluctant  to  participate 
in  such  a  plan.  To  date  only  a  few 
States  offer  any  incentive  of  a  financial 
nature  to  communities  constructing  pol¬ 
lution  control  plants — some  four  in  all. 

Obviously  the  ideal  situation  would  be 
one  in  which  States  participate  with 
matching  funds,  but  there  is  little  evi¬ 
dence  of  a  willingness  or  inclination  on 
the  part  of  the  States  to  cooperate  along 
these  lines.  If  they  agreed  to  such  a 
plan,  it  would  take  action  by  the  State 
legislatures  to  validate  it — a  time-con¬ 
suming  process — and  the  whole  enter¬ 
prise  would  not  be  implemented  until 
1965. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  feels 
that  Federal  money  earmarked  for  water 
pollution  control  plants  is  money  well 
spent.  It  assures  cleaner  streams  and 
rivers  and  healthier  drinking  water. 

Under  the  proposed  bill,  enforcement 
would  be  strengthened  by  extending  Fed¬ 
eral  enforcement  jurisdiction  to  all  wa¬ 
ters  and  to  any  pollution  which  endan¬ 
gers  the  health  or  welfare  of  any  person. 
The  bill  would  make  an  order  of  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  relative  to  abatement  of  pollu¬ 
tion  a  final  order,  unless  an  appeal  were 
taken  to  the  U.S.  circuit  court  of  ap¬ 
peals,  in  which  event  the  court  review 
is  limited  to  the  record  of  the  proceed¬ 
ings  below,  and  the  findings  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  if  supported  by  substantial  evi¬ 
dence  are  conclusive. 

Lastly,  it  would  provide  for'  the  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  Secretary’s  order  by 
the  U.S.  district  courts  in  a  civil  action 
brought  by  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States  at  the  request  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  without  any  requirement  as  in 
existing  law  for  the  consent  or  request 
of  an  interested  State. 

Under  existing  law.  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment  to  secure  an  abatement  of  pollu¬ 
tion  is  applicable  only  to  pollution  of 
interstate  waters  which  endanger  the 
health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State 
other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge 
originates.  Hence,  both  the  waters  in¬ 
volved  and  the  pollution  itself  must  be 
interstate  in  character  as  a  prerequisite 
to  Federal  enforcement  jurisdiction.  It 
is  interesting  to  note  that  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  26,000  water  bodies  in  the  United 
States  only  about  4,000  are  of  an  inter¬ 
state  nature. 

H.R.  6441  eliminates  both  of  the 
above-mentioned  requirements  for  Fed¬ 
eral  enforcement  jurisdiction.  No  lon¬ 
ger  would  Federal  jurisdiction  be  limited 
to  interstate  pollution.  By  substituting 
the  word  “navigable”  for  “interstate” 
waters.  Federal  enforcement  jurisdic¬ 
tion  encompasses  a  wider  area  than 
formerly. 

Under  H.R.  6441  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  may  enforce  the  abatement  of 
pollution  in  either  interstate  or  intra¬ 


state  waters  which  are  or  can  be  made 
navigable,  whether  such  waters  flow 
across  or  form  a  part  of  State  boundar¬ 
ies,  or  are  confined  within  the  boundar¬ 
ies  of  a  single  State. 

In  other  words,  for  all  practical  pur¬ 
poses  the  new  enforcement  provisions 
would  apply  to  all  waters  in  every  State. 
This  I  think  is  entirely  equitable. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  taking  over  the  States  re¬ 
sponsibilities  in  abatement  of  pollution 
by  substituting  Federal  enforcement  for 
State  enforcement  in  intrastate  waters. 
This  is  a  measure  bora  of  necessity  be¬ 
cause  the  States  have  been  lax  in  their 
enforcement  of  water  pollution  abate¬ 
ment. 

While  the  Federal  Government  has 
broadened  its  enforcement  area,  the 
States  nevertheless  have  concurrent  en¬ 
forcement  jurisdiction  in  intrastate  pol¬ 
lution.  I  do  not  believe  the  States  are 
going  to  shift  their  enforcement  re¬ 
sponsibilities  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  as  has  been  claimed  by  some.  Pol¬ 
lution  abatement  enforcement  is  a  job 
requiring  both  State  and  Federal  coop¬ 
eration. 

This  measure  merits  wide  support. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Burke]. 

(Mr.  BURKE  of  Kentucky  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Kentucky.  Mr. 
Chairman,  during  the  hearings  on  H.R. 
6441  testimony  was  received  by  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee  from  the  Confer¬ 
ence  of  State  Sanitary  Engineers  report¬ 
ing  a  recent  survey  of  municipal  waste 
treatment  needs. 

This  is  the  most  complete  report  on 
needs  that  has  come  to  my  attention. 
The  information  I  will  give  you  today 
was  provided  by  the  State  Sanitary  En¬ 
gineers  themselves  and  not  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

These  figures  represent  State  esti¬ 
mates  of  their  own  needs  existing  at  the 
beginning  of  the  present  year.  They  do 
not  take  into  account  new  needs  con¬ 
tinuously  arising  from  obsolescence  and 
increasing  population. 

Forty-eight  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  responded  to  the  Conference  of 
State  Sanitary  Engineers  in  this  survey. 

They  reported  5,127  communities  re¬ 
quiring  new  sewage  treatment  plants, 
plant  enlargements,  or  major  additions, 
to  serve  a  present  population  of  42  mil¬ 
lion  people.  Of  this  number,  4,136  cities 
and  towns  require  new  plants  to  prevent 
the  discharge  of  raw  sewage  from  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  some  23  million. 

A  substantial  majority  of  needed  new 
plants  are  for  smaller  communities  of 
less  than  10,000  population.  However, 
the  cost  of  providing  "new  facilities  for 
larger  cities  is  approximately  the  same. 
Most  States  reported  a  large  backlog  of 
treatment  needs  for  communities  still 
discharging  untreated  or  inadequately 
treated  sewage.  New  plant  construction 
needs  account  for  nearly  70  percent  of 
the  total  backlog  cost. 

The  estimated  cost  of  all  municipal 
waste  treatment  needs  is  $2  billion. 
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Calculations  by  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  indicate  that  the  removal  of  this 
backlog  of  needs  in  10  years,  together 
with  providing  for  population  growth 
and  obsolescence  of  existing  works,  will 
require  an  average  annual  expenditure 
of  $600  million. 

We  have  experienced  a  great  deal  of 
progress  under  the  existing  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act  with  the  present  $50 
million  a  year  for  construction  grants- 
in-aid.  There  is  every  reason  to  believe 
that  ^'e  can  reach  the  requix-ed  $600 
million  per  year  expenditure  required 
for  effective  control  of  pollution  from 
municipal  wastes  with  an  increase  in 
Federal  grants  to  $100  million  annually. 
Even  at  this  rate,  it  would  take  a  full 
decade  to  get  the  job  done.  Without  the 
proposed  increase  in  grants  the  task  is 
insurmountable.  With  it,  we  can  master 
the  municipal  water  pollution  problem 
and  rid  the  Nation  of  this  monstrous 
blight. 

I  hope  the  bill  will  pass  by  a  large 
majority. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chajrman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Dingell], 

(Mr.  DINGELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  the  distinguished  Public 
Works  Committee  for  bringing  forth  a 
bill  which  when  enacted  will  prove  to  be 
a  great  milestone  in  law  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  American  people.  This  bill 
has  two  features  which  are  going  to  do  a 
great  deal  to  preserve  the  health  of  the 
people.  The  fii'st  of  these  is  an  increase 
in  the  grant  program  to  $100  million, 
double  what  it  was  under  Public  Law  660 
for  the  construction  of  sewage  abate¬ 
ment  woi’ks;  and  second  the  section 
which  increases  the  ability  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  cooperation  with 
the  States  to  abate  pollution  of  the  wa¬ 
ters  of  this  great  Nation  of  ours. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  there  are  some 
things  that  need  clarifying  today.  My 
very  distinguished  friend  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer],  is  either  confused  or  has 
been  seeking  to  confuse  the  House.  I 
choose  to  take  the  more  charitable  inter¬ 
pretation  of  what  my  very  good  frieixd 
has  been  saying  today,  to  believe  that  he 
is  confused.  I  speak  today,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  as  one  of  the  authors  of  this  bill, 
and  as  one  of  the  authors  of  a  series  of 
pi-edecessor  bills  which  were  presented 
to  this  House  during  the  previous  session. 

The  language  of  both  the  legislation 
befoi-e  us  today  dealing  with  pollution  of 
navigable  watei's  and  the  language  of 
the  report  make  it  amply  clear  and 
abundantly  plain  that  we  do  not  seek  to 
usurp  the  functions  of  the  States,  or  to 
take  away  their  prerogatives  to  abate 
pollution  within  their  borders  or  to  in 
any  way  impair  State  water  pollution 
control  activities.  Indeed,  the  language 
of  the  bill  on  page  8,  line  17,  is  as  clear 
as  crystal  to  anyone  who  would  read  the 
declaration  of  policy: 

Consistent  with  the  policy  declaration  of 
this  Act,  State  and  interstate  action  to  abate 
pollution  of  navigable  waters  shall  be  en¬ 
couraged  and  shall  not  be  displaced  by  Fed¬ 
eral  enforcement  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided — • 
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And  so  on.  The  language  goes  further 
on  page  8,  line  24,  and  states: 

Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of 
any  State,  a  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  or  with  the  concurrence  of  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agency  for  the  State 
in  which  the  municipality  is  situated,  the 
governing  body  of  any  municipality,  che  Sec¬ 
retary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollu¬ 
tion  of  navigable  waters  which  is  endanger¬ 
ing  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a 
State — 

And  so  on. 

This  language  is  clear  as  to  intent.  It 
shows  very  clearly  that  we  do  not  wish 
nor  intend  to  usurp  the  function  of  water 
pollution  control  nor  to  exclude  the 
States  from  their  legitimate  and  proper 
activities  in  this  field.  We  intend, 
rather,  and  I  say  to  my  good  friend  who 
has  displayed  a  very  considerable  degree 
of  erudition  on  this  subject,  we  seek  only 
to  offer  to  the  States,  to  the  municipali¬ 
ties,  and  to  the  Governors  of  these 
States,  an  additional  weapon  in  dealing 
with  the  hard  core  polluters,  both  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial,  that  have  been 
soiling  and  defiling  the  waters  of  this 
country  to  a  point  where  it  has  become 
intolerable.  We  do  not  weaken  the 
States  or  their  pollution  programs,  we 
give  incentive  and  a  tremendous  weapon. 
We  make  available  trained  staffs,  of  the 
finest  sort  to  help  the  States,  and  Fed¬ 
eral  financing  to  assist  them  in  their 
war  on  polluters  and  conduct  of  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement  procedures.  Pollution 
is  not,  as  somebody  stated  here  today,  an 
isolated  thing,  nor  is  it  a  uniquely  local 
plight.  The  pollution  of  the  waters 
from  which  the  people  of  St.  Louis  or 
New  Orleans  may  drink  originate  as  far 
north  as  Chicago,  it  may  originate  in 
Pittsburgh,  or  it  may  originate  as  far 
up  as  the  headwaters  of  the  Missouri 
River.  These  substances  are  of  equal 
toxicity  when  they  are  put  in  1,000 
yards  up  stream  and  when  they  are  put 
in  1,000  rules  upriver.  These  sub¬ 
stances  which  are  inserted  into  the  wa¬ 
ters  of  our  land  today  are  not  the  sub¬ 
stances  which  we  know  or  understand 
or,  indeed,  of  which  we  have  any  under¬ 
standing  of  proper  and  adequate  treat¬ 
ment,  for  removal  of  these  substances. 
Rather,  these  substances  are  not  only 
often  in  their  own  right  toxic  but  even 
they  may  permit  the  waters  to  harbor 
other  toxic  matters  to  the  point  where 
they  cannot  be  purified  so  that  they 
may  serve  as  useful,  decent  water  for 
our  people  to  drink. 

I  pay  tribute  to  the  committee  for  the 
compromise  amendment  eliminating 
controversy  by  placing  the  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  activities  under  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  HEW.  This  is  recognition  of 
failure  by  the  leadership  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  to  sufficiently,  vigorously 
prosecute  the  program.  I  am  hopeful 
that  the  vigorous  and  active  people  who 
have  been  so  liberated  from  the  dead 
hand  of  bureaucracy  will  not  later  be 
again  buried  within  the  Public  Health 
Service  or  a  bureau  of  environmental 
health. 

The  original  bill  made  the  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  agency  an  independent 
and  autonomous  agency  directly  under 
the  Secretary.  The  original  provision  I 


would  favor  over  that  in  the  committee 
amendment.  But  regard  the  compro¬ 
mise  as  a  vast  step  forward  in  giving  the 
devoted  public  servants  who  have  so  long 
worked  to  make  this  program  vigorous 
and  aggressive  in  spite  of  the  desire  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  high  command 
to  not  walk  on  toes  and  to  conduct  a  po¬ 
lite  and  genteel  program  of  research, 
lecture,  and  study.  This  liberation,  if 
respected,  offers  vast  promise  for  the 
future.  I  hope  that  the  Secretary,  and 
the  administration  will  respect  it. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Robison], 

(Mr.  ROBISON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  pointy  out  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  that  he  failed  to  read  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  last  sentence  on  page  8, 
which  is  the  exception — 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  or  pursuant 
to  a  final  order  issued  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (e)  of  this  section  or  a  court 
order  under  subsection  (g)  of  this  section. 

The  action  or  policy  against  infring¬ 
ing  on  the  State  or  interstate  water  pol¬ 
lution  agency  is  not  involved  in  this  area 
involved  in  the  exceptions. 

Those  are  the  exceptions,  and  they 
are  broad. 

I  will  also  point  out  the  gentleman  was 
not  specific  in  regard  to  the  areas  he 
felt  were  not  clarified  in  my  remarks. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
should  be  little  question  over  the  fact 
that  the  need  to  prevent  and  control 
water  pollution  should  stand  high  on  our 
list  of  national  priorities.  As  our  so¬ 
ciety  grows  and  becomes  ever  more  com¬ 
plex,  the  threads  of  water  quality  and 
water  quantity  will  become  inextricably 
interwoven.  Already,  as  our  water  needs 
spiral  upward,  the  repeated  reuse  of 
water  is  becoming  the  rule  rather  than 
the  exception — more  and  more  people 
and  machines  demanding  more  and  more 
water  and,  in  a  vicious  cycle,  at  the  same 
time  producing  more  and  more  pollu¬ 
tion  to  degrade  those  same  waters. 

Thus  America  faces  another  problem 
of  urgent  national  concern,  calling  for 
clear  concepts  and  principles  and  for 
action  that  cannot  be  postponed.  This 
is  not  a  problem  for  the  next  generation 
to  worry  about.  Our  need  is  not  tomor¬ 
row — it  is  today. 

Congressional  awareness  of  that  need, 
however,  demands  more  than  hasty,  ex¬ 
pedient  action.  Implicit  in  that  aware¬ 
ness  on  our  part  is  also  a  challenge  to 
attempt  to  strike  and  to  maintain  cer¬ 
tain  balances — balances  in  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  responsibility,  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  costs  and  the  application  of  en¬ 
forcement  regulations.  Obviously,  the 
most  difficult  balance  for  us  to  strike,  in 
the  multilayered,  interwoven  economic 
and  administrative  world  of  today,  will 
be  in  the  area  of  responsibilities. 

Both  for  reasons  of  tradition  and 
practicality,  the  fundamental  responsi¬ 
bility  for  pollution  abatement  and  con¬ 


trol  should,  in  my  judgment,  remain  at 
the  source — with  the  local  municipalities 
and  industries  concerned — and,  in  my 
further  judgment,  in  the  long  run  our 
success  in  solving  this  problem  will  be 
directly  proportional  to  the  acceptance 
of  responsibility  for  the  application  of 
abatement  measures  by  those  whose  very 
existence  creates  not  only  the  demand 
for  clean  water  but  the  pollution  prob¬ 
lem  itself. 

I  think  it  is  equally  clear  that  the 
several  States  ought  to  be  the  keystones 
in  our  national  pollution-abatement 
effort.  Historically,  legislatively,  and 
logically,  our  ability  to  stimulate  a 
stronger  interest  and  participation  in 
this  problem  at  the  State  level  has  been 
and,  in  my  judgment,  will  continue  to  be 
a  major  determinant  of  our  long-range 
success. 

Finally  then,  rounding  out  what  one 
might  call  a  trinity  of  responsibility, 
comes  the  unmistakable  Federal  concern, 
derived  from  the  interstate  nature  and 
national  scope  of  this  complex  problem. 
I  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  there  is 
here  a  virtually  unbounded  opportunity 
for  Federal  leadership  in  the  Nation’s  in¬ 
terest — for  leadership  in  research  and  in¬ 
vestigation,  for  leadership  in  contribut¬ 
ing  to  a  more  enlightened  awareness 
concerning  this  problem  on  the  part  of 
both  public  and  professional  interests, 
and  for  leadership  in  stimulating  and 
strengthening  action  at  both  the  State 
and  local  levels. 

There  are  many  facets  involved  in  our 
consideration  of  H.R.  6441  to  which  I 
might  address  myself,  but  I  would  like  to 
focus  your  attention  on  what  I  consider 
to  be  the  need  to  develop  a  better  balance 
of  that  three-way  responsibility  I  have 
been  talking  about.  Now  I  know  that 
there  are  those  here  who  will  argue  that 
if  we  get  into  this  subject  we  will  be 
running  the  risk  of  becoming  bogged 
down  in  a  provincial  squabble  that  might 
threaten  the  passage  of  this  bill  or  the 
future  of  this  program — that  if  we  de¬ 
cide  to  endeavor  to  encourage  greater 
State  participation,  no  matter  how  de¬ 
sirable  that  might  be,  we  might  end  up 
in  only  delaying  the  “steady  progress’’ 
(as  the  majority  refers  to  it),  that  is 
being  made  by  virtue  of  the  grant-in-aid 
feature  of  the  1956  act.  I  must  admit 
that  there  may  be  such  a  danger,  but  I 
submit  that  it  is  necessary  to  run  the 
risk  thereof  because,  while  the  task  we 
face  may  prove  to  be  too  big  for  any  one 
or  any  combination  of  two  of  the  three 
necessary  partners,  it  is  not  too  big  for 
all  three  if  we  can  get  them  working  to¬ 
gether  in  tandem  with  the  support  of  an 
enlightened  industrial  community. 

Perhaps  a  brief  historical  review  might 
help  at  this  point.  Strong  national  im¬ 
petus  to  tackle  this  one  of  our  many 
problems  was  provided  by  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  of  1948 — an 
act  that  delineated  the  principle  of  Fed¬ 
eral-State  cooperation  and,  for  the  first 
time,  provided  for  a  Federal  role  in  the 
fields  of  research  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance,  for  limited  Federal  authority  over 
interstate  waters  and  a  small  amount  of 
Federal  financial  assistance  as  well. 
This  authority  was  further  extended  and 
expanded  upon  in  1956  when  Congress 
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added  the  principle  of  Federal  grants-in- 
aid  to  provide  our  smaller  local  munici¬ 
palities  with  both  the  incentive  and  some 
of  the  dollars  needed  in  order  that  they 
might  break  out  of  the  straitjacket  of  in¬ 
action  that  had  been  imposed  upon  them 
by  a  lack  of  adequate  financial  resources 
and  the  notion,  held  to  by  most  of  their 
hard-pressed  taxpaying  residents,  that 
the  economic  and  social  benefits  of  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement  were  far  more  real  for 
their  downstream  neighbors  than  for 
themselves. 

There  are  still  those  who  will  question 
the  initial  wisdom  and  propriety  of  that 
Federal  grants-in-aid  program.  Some 
of  them  even  argue  that  this  program 
has  hindered  rather  than  helped  us 
toward  our  goal  of  cleaner  waters.  Be 
that  as  it  may,  it  seems  to  me  that  we 
have  long  since  turned  the  corner  of  “no 
return,”  and  that  we  could  only  aban¬ 
don  the  existing  Federal  participation  in 
this  program  with  the  certain  knowledge 
that  we  would  be  impeding  further  prog¬ 
ress.  If  you  should  happen  to  agree  with 
me,  then  the  only  remaining  question  is. 
Where  do  we  go  from  here? 

In  searching  for  the  proper  answer, 
wre  must  first  pause  to  see  what  we  have 
accomplished.  On  paper,  the  “carrot  on 
a  stick”  approach  represented  by  the 
grants-in-aid  program  would  seem  to 
have  generated  close  to  $5  in  local  ex¬ 
penditures  for  abatement  purposes  for 
every  $1  of  Federal  money  similarly  in¬ 
vested.  Over  2,500  local  sewage-treat¬ 
ment  projects  have  been  approved  for 
Federal  participation  since  1956.  Of 
these,  as  of  the  time  of  the  recent  Na¬ 
tional  Conference  on  Water  Pollution, 
1,246  are  completed,  717  were  under  con¬ 
struction  and  the  rest  were  awaiting  con¬ 
struction.  Those  most  friendly  to  the 
grants-in-aid  program  claim  that  it  has 
stimulated  a  62-percent  increase  in 
treatment-plant  construction  since  the 
passage  of  the  1956  act.  Be  that  as  it 
may,  it  is  also  estimated  that  the  Nation’s 
construction  backlog,  excluding  such  new 
needs  as  will  accompany  population 
growth,  amounts  to  some  $600  million  a 
year  for  the  next  10  years,  a  total  of  $6 
billion.  I  think  that  estimate  fairly 
accurately  shows  the  magnitude  of  our 
problem,  and  the  point  I  would  like  to 
now  make  as  clearly  as  I  can  is  that  the 
burden  of  that  problem,  even  if  H.R.  6441 
is  passed  in  its  present  form,  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  fall  the  heaviest  on  the  one 
partner — the  local  municipality — in  that 
trinity  of  responsibility  which  is  prob¬ 
ably  the  least  able  to  afford  it. 

This  is  so — and  will  surely  continue  to 
be  so  if  H.R.  6441  is  passed  in  its  present 
form,  because  the  Federal  Government’s 
entry  into  this  field  with  Federal  tax 
dollars  has,  almost  without  exception, 
been  chiefly  cause  for  sighs  of  relief  from 
our  respective  State  legislatures.  Only 
three  States — Maine,  Vermont,  and 
Maryland — since  1956  have  been  stimu¬ 
lated  sufficiently  by  the  Federal  program 
to  shoulder  any  major  part  of  the  dis¬ 
proportionate  burden  assigned  to  the 
local  municipality.  New  Hampshire,  to 
its  credit,  has  recently  become  an  added 
starter  along  with  those  original  three 
States  in  recognition  of  the  principle 
that  this  is  a  three-way  partnership 


problem,  and  I  also  understand  that 
Georgia  may  soon  join  their  ranks.  I 
wish  I  might  also  say  to  you  that  my  own 
State  of  New  York  was  preparing  to 
assume  its  share  of  responsibility  here, 
but  unfortunately  I  cannot. 

In  any  event,  I  would  choose  to  con¬ 
sider  that  the  five  progressive-minded 
States  I  have  mentioned  represent  solid 
evidence  of  the  point  stressed  in  the  mi¬ 
nority  report  that  it  is  not  so  much  a 
question  of  whether  or  not  the  various 
States  can  afford  to  join  hands  with 
Uncle  Sam  in  tackling  this  problem,  as 
it  is  that  most  of  them  have  not  so  far 
assigned  to  this  problem  the  high  pri¬ 
ority  that  it  deserves. 

I  recognize  that  it  is  considerably 
easier  for  those  municipal  associations 
and  civic  organizations  who  are  most 
seriously  concerned  with  water  pollution 
to  obtain  additional  Federal  moneys  in 
order  to  speed  up  our  attack  on  that 
backlog  of  needs  than  it  is  for  them 
to  be  required  to  approach  45  reluctant 
State  legislatures.  Thus,  it  is  not  sur¬ 
prising  that  H.R.  6441  was  so  vigorously 
supported  before  our  committee  by  State 
water  pollution  control  administrators, 
sanitary  engineers  and  civic  organiza¬ 
tions  ranging  all  the  way  from  the  league 
of  Women  Voters  to  the  Izaak  Walton 
League.  I  also  recognize  that  we  here 
sometimes  get  States  rights  mixed  up 
with  States’  responsibilities,  however  I, 
for  one,  happen  to  think  that  the  con¬ 
tinuing  emphasis  on  the  bankruptcy  of 
local  government  is  not  quite  consistent 
with  the  continuing  expenditure  by  our 
people  of  billions  of  dollars  annually  on 
the  auto,  the  cosmetic  and  the  other  ex¬ 
citements  of  daily  living  so  characteristic 
of  our  way  of  life. 

So  what  do  we  do  here,  today?  Do 
we  pay  no  attention  to  the  fact  that 
there  is  an  absence  of  realistic  data  es¬ 
tablishing  the  inability  of  the  various 
States  to  accept  their  rightful  responsi¬ 
bilities?  Do  we  ignore  the  testimony  of 
almost  every  witness  that  came  before 
our  committee,  including  Secretary  Ribi- 
coff,  himself,  admitting  that  it  would  be 
a  most  beneficial  thing  if  we  could  some¬ 
how  get  the  remaining  45  States  into 
the  picture?  Do  we  once  again  take  the 
escapist  view  that  local  responsibility  is 
bankrupt  and  local  resources  are  ex¬ 
hausted,  forgetting  that  it  is  those  same 
resources  and  only  those  that  nourish 
the  coffers  of  the  National  Government? 
Do  we  want  our  States  to  become  mere 
conduits  for  the  receipt  and  allocation 
of  Federal  moneys,  or  do  we  want  them 
to  be  strong  and  active  partners  in  all 
the  various  areas  of  shared  responsi¬ 
bility? 

Many  members  on  the  minority  side 
of  our  committee  would  like  to  support 
this  program.  We  worked  hard  to  come 
up  with  suggestions  that  would  not 
weaken  or  negate  the  purposes  of  this 
program  nor  impede  the  progress  that 
is  being  made.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  will  offer  an 
amendment  or  amendments,  which  I 
urge  you  to  support,  that  will  go  along 
with  a  substantial  increase  in  Federal 
participation  in  the  construction  pro¬ 
gram  as  it  now  exists — from  an  authori¬ 
zation  of  $50  million  a  year  to  $75  mil- 
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lion  a  year,  thus  bringing  H.R.  6441  in 
line  with  its  companion  measure  in  the 
other  body.  For  3  years  those  additional 
Federal  dollars,  if  appropriated,  could 
be  used  to  attack  the  construction  back¬ 
log  now  existing.  During  that  3-year 
period  it  is  hoped  that  those  States 
which  need  to  do  so  will  enact  enabling 
legislation  that  will  eventually  authorize 
their  participation  in  this  partnership 
endeavor  in  the  same  way  that  five  of 
their  sister  States  are  already  doing  or 
preparing  to  do.  Then,  beginning  with 
the  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1965, 
the  Cramer  amendments  will  require 
State  matching  funds,  dollar  for  dollar, 
for  any  Federal  funds  appropriated  in 
excess  of  the  existing  annual  $50  mil¬ 
lion  authorization. 

These  amendments  will  preserve  the 
existing  program  as  a  base  upon  which 
to  build.  I  think  we  could  well  consider 
that  that  base  program  represents  a  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  bajsic  Federal  share  of 
responsibility  in  this  field.  Then,  after 
that  3-year  waiting  period.  Federal  funds 
offered  over  and  above  that  base  pro¬ 
gram  will  serve  as  a  “carrot  on  a  stick” 
to  stimulate  State  participation  in  the 
same  way  that  the  base  or  existing  pro¬ 
gram  now  serves  as  a  “carrot  on  a  stick” 
to  stimulate  local  action. 

This,  in  my  judgment,  represents  a  re¬ 
sponsible  and  a  progressive  approach  to 
the  needs  of  our  Nation.  It  will  equalize 
the  burden  shared  by  the  three  respon¬ 
sible  partners.  It  will  stimulate  con¬ 
struction.  It  will  tear  away  the  last 
vestiges  of  local  public  apathy.  It  will 
strengthen  the  program.  It  will  help  us 
get  the  job  done.  I  hope  those  Cramer 
amendments  will  carry. 

Before  closing,  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  committee  for  adopting  the 
new  provisions  contained  in  H.R.  6441 
which  will  encourage  joint  construction 
projects  for  several  communities  banded 
together.  The  minority  sponsored  a  ceil¬ 
ing  on  this-  feature  of  the  bill  so  that  a 
metropolitan  complex  could  not  absorb 
the  lion’s  share  of  any  State’s  allocated 
portion  of  Federal  funds  thus  continuing 
the  program’s  emphasis  on  aid  to  the 
smaller  community.  This  feature  is  a 
decided  improvement,  and  will  be  of  im¬ 
mediate  benefit  in  my  congressional  dis¬ 
trict  where  a  number  of  such  joint  proj¬ 
ects  are  presently  under  consideration. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  urge  that,  in 
view  of  industry’s  important  role  in  the 
attack  on  water  pollution,  other  com¬ 
mittees  of  Congress  should  give  their 
early  consideration  to  various  measures 
that  have  been  and  may  be  proposed  to 
give  industry  a  better  incentive — per¬ 
haps  through  faster  tax  writeoffs  for 
treatment-plant  construction — than  it 
now  has  to  accept  its  responsibility,  in 
full.  In  the  long  run,  our  ability  to  pro¬ 
vide  such  an  incentive  may  be  as  impor¬ 
tant  to  our  eventual  success  as  what  we 
seek  to  do  here,  today. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Stubble¬ 
field]. 

(Mr.  STUBBLEFIELD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 
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Mr.  STUBBLEFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  wish  to  record  my  strong  and  enthusi¬ 
astic  support  of  H.R.  6441.  This  bill, 
expanding  the  highly  successful  Federal 
water  pollution  control  program  and 
providing  for  additional  research  in  the 
field  of  water  pollution  control,  is  of 
great  value  to  the  Nation.  The  need  to 
maintain  the  purity  of  one  of  this  Na¬ 
tion’s  greatest  resources — water — can 
hardly  be  overestimated. 

The  district  I  have  the  honor  to  rep¬ 
resent  is  bordered  by  the  Ohio  and  the 
Mississippi  Rivers,  and  bisected  by  the 
Tennessee,  the  Cumberland,  the  Clarks, 
the  Little,  and  the  Pond  Rivers.  The 
purity  of  the  waters  of  these  rivers  and 
more  particularly  Kentucky  Lake  and  of 
the  Barkley  Lake  which  will  be  im¬ 
pounded  in  1964  is  our  minimum  duty 
as  citizens.  Desecration  of  these  waters 
with  untreated  or  inadequately  treated 
sewage  and  industrial  wastes  would  re¬ 
flect  great  discredit  on  our  democratic 
concept  that  free  men  can  govern  them¬ 
selves  and  can  work  together  for  their 
mutual  best  interests. 

I  salute  the  great  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  for  bringing  forth  this  bill,  and 
more  particularly  the  Subcommittee  on 
Rivers  and  Harbors,  ably  chaired  by  our 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota,  John  Blatnik. 

(Mr.  HARDING  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Blatnik)  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
gives  me  great  pleasure  to  speak  today 
in  support  of  H.R.  6441.  I  concur  with 
the  views  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Blatnik],  and  our  other 
colleagues  who  want  to  improve  our 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

I  am  from  the  Snake  River  Valley  of 
Idaho.  This  is  one  of  the  most  beau¬ 
tiful  rivers  in  the  world.  It  provides 
our  residents  of  Idaho  and  our  visitors 
from  other  States  and  throughout  the 
world  with  a  body  of  water  where  we 
can  swim,  water  ski,  fish,  and  hunt  wa¬ 
terfowl.  It  provides  vital  irrigation 
water  for  about  650,000  acres  of  Idaho 
cropland.  After  rendering  this  service 
to  Idaho,  this  river  flows  on  through 
Oregon  and  Washington,  into  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River  and  then  to  the  Pacific 
Ocean. 

We  in  Idaho  want  to  give  this  water 
to  our  downstream  neighbors  in  just  as 
pure  a  state  as  we  have  received  it — 
fresh  from  the  beautiful  springs  and 
snow  runoffs  of  our  mountains. 

Today  we  have  in  Idaho  a  fast-grow¬ 
ing  industrial  economy.  We  have  in¬ 
creased  urban  populations  and  vegetable 
processing  plants,  many  of  which  are 
still  dumping  untreated  waste  into  the 
Snake  River.  It  is  a  disgrace  if  we 
allow  it  to  become  a  river  of  disease  and 
a  public  sewer  for  every  community  and 
processing  plant  that  wishes  to  dump 
their  waste  into  the  Snake  River. 

I  feel  that  H.R.  6441  will  provide  the 
controls  and  the  incentives  to  help  the 
people  of  the  Snake  River  Valley  and 
Idaho,  as  well  as  the  people  throughout 
America,  to  maintain  pure  and  beautiful 
rivers,  , 


While  the  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  as  it  was  earlier  enacted  has  greatly 
benefited  Idaho,  contributing  $2,695,- 
340.70  to  which  the  State  has  matched 
$4  for  every  Federal  dollar  received, 
there  is  still  much  to  be  done. 

Idaho  State  Health  Department  offi¬ 
cials  estimate  that  there  are  104  com¬ 
munities  serving  190,000  people  which 
need  sewage  plants  estimated  to  cost 
$5,906,000.  Additional  work  to  put  these 
plants  in  good  operating  condition 
would  require  $4,724,000  or  a  total  ex¬ 
penditure  for  water  pollution  of 
$10,630,000. 

Nationally  the  picture  is  similar.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  a  recent  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  report,  21.5  percent  of  the  102  million 
people  living  in  communities  served  by 
sewers  still  discharge  their  raw  sewage 
into  public  water.  Nearly  2,900  new 
plants  are  required  for  the  treatment  of 
this  raw  sewage.  Some  3,000  other  com¬ 
munities  need  replacement  or  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  facilities  to  meet  the  obliga¬ 
tions  of  their  downstream  neighbors. 
The  Public  Health  Service  further  esti¬ 
mates  that  an  additional  6,000  industrial 
waste  treatment  projects  should  be  in 
operation  right  now. 

With  greater  Federal  stimulus,  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  can  solve  this  problem.  I  am 
proud  to  rise  in  support  of  this  much- 
needed  legislation. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wright], 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  many 
years  ago  a  very  wise  man  named 
Solomon  wrote:  “Where  there  is  no 
vision  people  perish.”  In  1956  when  we 
began  this  landmark  legislation  to  con¬ 
trol  the  pollution  of  the  Nation’s  streams, 
I  believe  that  the  Congress  was  acting 
with  great  vision. 

One  of  the  really  overpowering  truths 
of  our  time  is  the  rapid  rate  at  which 
our  population  has  been  expanding. 
Every  evening  when  we  sit  down  to  din¬ 
ner  there  are  some  7,200  more  of  us 
needing  to  be  served  here  in  the  United 
States  than  there  were  the  evening  be¬ 
fore.  At  the  same  time  that  our  popula¬ 
tion  is  growing  by  such  strides,  our  per 
capita  consumption  of  water  is  growing 
even  more  swiftly.  So  that  one  of  the 
truly  great  challenges  of  our  time,  of 
this  civilization,  is  to  look  ahead  and 
make  provisions  to  the  end  that  there 
shall  be  sufficient  quantities  of  usable 
water  for  the  next  generation  and  the 
generations  which  will  follow  it  upon  this 
land. 

When  we  first  began  the  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  program  of  grants  to  munici¬ 
palities,  the  fear  was  expressed  on  the 
part  of  some  minority  members  that  it 
would  not  achieve  the  goal  of  stimulat¬ 
ing  local  activity.  Rather  than  increas¬ 
ing  the  work  done  to  clear  up  the  streams 
by  sewage  treatment  plants,  they  said 
these  Federal  matching  grants  would 
slow  down  the  work  by  discouraging  the 
cities  from  undertaking  activity  on  their 
own  and  encouraging  them  instead  to 
wait  until  the  Federal  Government  made 
grants  available  to  them. 

By  any  yardstick  you  can  apply  this 
has  been  a  monumentally  successful 


program.  Let  us  look  at  the  record. 
In  the  5  years  which  immediately  pre¬ 
ceded  the  beginning  of  this  program  the 
average  total  annual  amount  of  money 
spent  on  sewage  treatment  plant  con¬ 
struction  was  some  $222  million.  In  the 
5  years  of  the  program’s  activity  the 
average  annual  amount  has  been  62  per¬ 
cent  greater,  two-thirds  again  almost. 
During  this  time  when  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  appropriated  and  made 
grant  offers  for  a  total  of  $219,300,000, 
we  have  stimulated  on  the  part  of  local 
communities  the  spending  of  more  than 
$1  billion  in  order  to  qualify  for  this 
amount  of  money. 

A  total  of  some  2,671  communities 
have  thus  been  encouraged,  have  thus 
been  aided,  have  thus  been  given  an 
incentive  to  tackle  this  problem.  For 
every  Federal  dollar  expended  on  this 
program  there  have  been  more  than 
$4.80  spent  to  match  it  at  the  State  and 
local  levels.  So,  you  see,  the  fear  that 
was  expressed  in  the  first  place  has 
had  no  validity  whatever. 

Those  in  the  minority  are  saying  now 
that  they  accept  the  basic  philosophy  of 
the  program  which  first  they  resisted. 
They  now  publicly  accept  the  idea  that 
we  should  make  grants,  but  they  simply 
do  not  want  us  to  make  grants  any 
higher.  They  accept  the  idea  that  we 
have  done  a  great  thing  in  stimulating 
and  encouraging  on  the  part  of  the 
States  and  local  communities  some  ac¬ 
tivity  on  their  own  to  abate  this  grow¬ 
ing  pollution  problem,  but  they  do  not 
want  to  spend  any  more  money  than  we 
have  been  spending. 

A  few  years  ago  in  an  effort  to  oppose 
the  program  of  grants  to  cities,  they 
said,  “All  you  need  to  do  is  beef  up  en¬ 
forcement.  We  can  cure  this  pollution 
problem  without  giving  any  money  to 
anybody  if  you  just  strengthen  the  en¬ 
forcement  procedures.”  Now  we  come 
to  you  with  a  program  which  not  only 
makes  money  available  to  those  com¬ 
munities  which  could  not  effectively 
tackle  the  problem  without  these  grants, 
but  we  have  strengthened  the  enforce¬ 
ment  procedures.  Yet  today  they  have 
reversed  their  position  entirely.  Instead 
of  saying  that  grants  are  bad  and  en¬ 
forcement  is  good,  they  appear  today 
saying  that  grants  are  good  but  enforce¬ 
ment  is  bad. 

Just  what  do  we  do  in  this  bill? 
First,  we  increase  the  total  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  $100  million  a  year.  Second,  we 
increase  the  maximum  amount  that  is 
available  to  an  individual  municipality 
to  the  end  that  larger  municipalities  also 
may  be  helped  under  this  bill,  they  being 
some  of  the  most  extremely  important 
targets  we  must  reach  if  we  are  to  con¬ 
trol  the  pollution  of  our  streams. 

Third,  we  make  it  possible  for  groups 
of  municipalities  to  joint  together  in 
concerted  action  to  build  area  treat¬ 
ment  plants  aimed  at  serving  all  those 
municipalities  without  being  limited  to 
the  maximum  grant  figure  that  would 
apply  to  one  municipality  alone. 

In  the  fourth  place,  we  strengthen 
the  enforcement  procedures  and  it 
strengthens  also  the  powers  that  are 
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available  to  the  States  and  the  State 
pollution  control  agencies  where  they 
exist  by  giving  them  another  weapon 
they  may  use  against  willful  polluters 
by  allowing  these  States  at  their  option 
to  call  upon  the  Federal  authority. 

I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that 
in  no  instance  does  this  bill  authorize 
the  Federal  authority  to  enter  the  field 
of  enforcement  except  upon  the  invita¬ 
tion  of  the  States.  Where  shall  we  have 
lost  States  rights  in  this? 

I  direct  and  invite  your  attention  to 
the  language  beginning  at  the  bottom 
of  page  8  of  the  bill,  where  it  states: 

Whenever  requested  toy  the  Governor  of 
any  State,  a  State  water  pollution  control 
agency,  or  (with  the  concurrence  of  the 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  for 
the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  situ¬ 
ated)  the  governing  body  of  any  municipal¬ 
ity,  the  Secretary  shall  *  *  *  . 

The  Secretary  shall  give  formal  noti¬ 
fication,  enter  into  a  hearing  in  which 
the  States  themselves  are  parties,  and 
ascertain  the  extent  to  which  the  pollu¬ 
tion  has  occurred  and  the  extent  to 
which  it  is  subject  to  being  abated  by 
Federal  order.  In  no  instance  can  the 
Federal  Government  enter  into  the  en¬ 
forcement  procedures  except  upon  the 
invitation  of  the  State. 

The  gentlemen  seem  to  be  saying  that 
after  the  Federal  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  has  issued  an 
order  to  desist  from  the  pollution  of  a 
stream,  the  States  ought  to  have  the 
right  to  veto  the  enforcement  of  that 
order.  This  would  amount  to  nullifica¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  think  any  reasonable  or 
prudent  person  would  say  that  a  State 
vould  possess  inherent  in  its  jurisdiction 
or  sovereignty  the  right  to  veto  the  en¬ 
forcement  of  a  valid  Federal  order. 
This  is  not  consistent  with  our  long¬ 
standing  policy  of  separate  powers  and 
divided  responsibilities  in  the  large  area 
of  concurrent  jurisdiction  between  State 
and  Federal  authorities.  So,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  have  done  nothing  to  invade 
or  violate  States  rights,  but  rather  have 
given  to  those  States  an  additional  wea¬ 
pon  with  which  they  can,  if  they  wish, 
stop  the  pollution  of  the  streams  that 
flow  through  their  borders. 

Finally,  the  bill  contains  a  new  section 
providing  that  prevailing  wages  shall  be 
paid  in  contracts  under  this  bill.  There 
is  nothing  new  or  revolutionary  in  this 
requirement.  It  is  the  only  thing  we 
can  consistently  do  consonant  with  long¬ 
standing  public  policy. 

There  is  ample  precedent  in  Federal 
grant  programs  for  the  guarantee  of 
prevailing  wages.  This  same  protection 
is  afforded  in  the  Housing  Act,  the  Hos¬ 
pital  Act,  the  Federal  Airport  Act,  the 
School  Construction  Act,  the  Community 
Facilities  Act,  the  Civil  Defense  Act,  and 
the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act. 

Exactly  what  does  the  wage  provision 
say?  Does  it  say  that  Federal  moneys 
shall  be  used  as  a  lever  to  pry  up  the 
existing  wage  levels  in  an  area?  Not 
at  all.  It  simply  says  that  Federal 
moneys  shall  not  be  used  to  depress  the 
existing  wages  of  an  area  by  setting  up 
an  unfair  competition  for  jobs. 


Does  it  oppress  a  contractor  or  place 
him  at  an  unfair  disadvantage  with  his 
competitors?  Not  at  all.  It  simply  as¬ 
sures  him  that  he  can  pay  the  average 
wages  which  prevail  in  the  immediate 
area  without  himself  being  placed  at  a 
competitive  disadvantage  by  an  un¬ 
scrupulous  competitor  who  might  other¬ 
wise  walk  away  with  the  contract  by 
undercutting  the  wages  that  others  in 
the  industry  are  paying. 

It  simply  sets  up  an  understandable 
ground  rule  for  all  concerned  and  re¬ 
moves  the  matter  of  wages  as  a  haggling 
device  by  which  to  get  the  jump  on  a 
competitor.  What  possible  objection  can 
there  be  to  such  a  policy?  If  we  were 
to  oppose  the  payment  of  prevailing- 
standard  wages,  then  would  this  not 
mean  that  we  favored  the  payment  of 
substandard  wages?  Surely  the  Con¬ 
gress  does  not  wish  to  take  that  posi¬ 
tion. 

Those  who  propose  the  removal  of  this 
guarantee  have  thrown  up  the  false  ar¬ 
gument  that  some  communities,  if  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  the  standard,  average 
wages  of  the  locality,  might  lose  more 
than  they  would  gain  in  the  Federal 
grant.  The  fallacy  of  this  argument 
should  be  evident  on  its  face.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  in  most  cases  amounts 
to  about  15  or  20  percent  of  the  total 
project.  If  any  firm  should  be  paying 
such  pitifully  low  wages  that  he  could 
thus  underbid  the  cost  of  an  entire  job 
by  20  percent,  then,  obviously,  he  is  de¬ 
pressing  wages,  and  his  gain  is  ill  gotten. 

It  is  and  has  been  the  policy  of  our 
Government  for  many  years  to  promote 
decent  wages  for  the  working  force  of 
this  Nation.  It  has  been  the  conscious 
policy  of  our  Government  to  eradicate 
substandard  wages  and  thus  to  elevate 
the  standard  of  living  of  our  people. 

This  policy  is  inherent  in  the  mini¬ 
mum-wage  laws.  It  stems  from  the 
realization  that  labor  is  not  just  another 
inanimate  commodity  in  the  market¬ 
place  to  be  bargained  for  at  the  lowest 
possible  price  in  the  cold  and  unfeeling 
manner  in  which  we  might  bargain  for 
a  secondhand  car  or  a  piece  of  used 
machinery.  Labor  is  flesh  and  blood. 
It  is  the  currency  of  life,  the  ultimate 
product  of  the  human  creature,  and  the 
measure  of  the  worth  we  assess  as  a 
nation  to  the  individual  person. 

It  is  precisely  this  realization  which 
distinguishes  a  humane  and  civilized 
society  from  the  law  of  the  jungle.  It 
is  just  this  official  concern  for  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  humblest  American  which 
has  made  this  Nation  an  inspiration  to 
mankind. 

i§So,  I  think  the  House  will  agree  with 
the  committee  that  this  is  a  sound  bill 
providing  an  overdue  expansion  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  proven  to  be  one  of  the 
most  successful  avenues  of  approach  we 
have  developed  in  the  Congress  toward 
the  solution  of  one  of  the  growing  and 
truly  crucial  social  and  economic  prob¬ 
lems  of  our  time.  I  ask  you  then  to  join 
with  us  in  giving  it  your  support  to  the 
end  that  we  may  move  forward  and 
keep  pace  with  the  growth  of  this  prob¬ 
lem  and,  perhaps,  gain  a  bit  on  it  so  that 
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the  next  generation  and  the  generations 
to  follow  will  not  find  a  ravished  land 
with  polluted  streams  and  inadequate 
supplies  of  usable  water  even  for  their 
drinking  needs,  and  to  the  end,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  those  words  of  Solomon, 
“Where  there  is  no  vision,  the  people 
perish,”  may  not  become  the  epitaph  of 
our  civilization. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Barry]. 

Mr.  BARRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  today 
we  have  before  the  House  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1961.  We  all  want  to  keep  our 
rivers  and  streams  clean  and  useful.  We 
all  wish  to  lessen  water  pollution.  It  is 
my  belief  that  we  can  do  more  to  help 
in  cleaning  up  water  pollution  and  I 
intend  to  vote  for  this  bill.  There  is 
vital  need  to  increase  our  supply  of  clean 
usable  water.  We  have  today  harnessed 
most  of  our  sources.  In  the  future  there 
will  be  no  new  sources  to  tap,  especially 
around  great  urban  centers  such  as  New 
York.  We  must  clean  up  the  water  we 
now  have  and  reuse  it.  This  requires 
more  emphasis  on  preventing  pollution. 

I  support  the  proposal  in  this  bill  to 
put  full  responsibility  for  the  conduct  of 
the  Federal  water  pollution  control  pro¬ 
gram  directly  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Department  concerned,  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare,  instead  of  with  the 
Surgeon  General  in  the  Public  Health 
Service,  a  subdivision  of  the  Department. 
This  is  in  conformity  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
and  is  a  sound  proposal. 

I  support  the  establishment  of  region¬ 
al  water  pollution  control  laboratories, 
especially  since  the  locations  mentioned 
in  the  bill  are  not  intended  to  exclude 
any  other  area  where  such  facilities  are 
needed. 

I  also  strongly  support  the  statement 
in  the  bill  which  reaffirms  the  primary  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  right  of  the  States  for 
preventing  and  controlling  water  pollu¬ 
tion.  However,  the  bill  in  fact  does  not 
carry  out  this  policy.  It  extends  the  area 
of  Federal  enforcenient  from  its  proper 
area,  interstate  waters,  to  all  navigable 
waters.  This  in  fact  gives  control  of  all 
waterways  to  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  field  of  pollution.  Thereby  Fed¬ 
eral  power  will  .preempt  State  in  yet  an¬ 
other  area.  Extension  of  such  Federal 
power  raises  a  serious  policy  question.  I 
fully  support  strong  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment  measures.  In  fact,  I  believe  that 
strong  enforcement  through  the  com¬ 
bined  efforts  of  Federal,  State,  and  local 
authorities  is  a  greater  stimulation  to 
cleaning  up  our  water  than  any  other 
part  of  the  act.  However,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Federal  Government  is 
acting  properly  when  it  takes  over  State 
responsibilities  and  substitutes  Federal 
enforcement  in  matters  entirely  intra¬ 
state.  The  Federal  Government  should 
encourage  and  promote  State  and  local 
enforcement  rather  than  undermine  it 
by  preempting  the  field. 

The  other  section  of  the  bill  with 
which  I  am  not  entirely  satisfied  is  that 
which  increases  by  100  percent  Federal 
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grants  for  waste  treatment  plant  con¬ 
struction.  The  bill  authorizes  doubling 
the  present  Federal  financial  assistance 
from  $50  to  $100  million  annually  with 
a  total  authorization  of  $1  billion.  No 
provision  is  made  for  the  States  to  share 
in  financing  the  construction  program. 
An  increase  in  Federal  grants  without 
any  requirement  for  State  matching  will 
merely  discourage  State  action  since  the 
local  authorities  will  wait  for  Federal 
action  rather  than  initiate  their  own.  If 
the  urgent  need  for  treatment  plants  is 
to  be  met,  it  is  essential  that  the  States 
have  incentive  to  participate  in  provid¬ 
ing  the  facilities.  Equally  important  is 
the  need  to  curtail  Federal  expenditures 
wherever  it  is  possible  for  the  State  or 
local  governments  to  do  the  job. 

Thus,  while  I  am  voting  for  this  bill 
because  I  feel  strongly  the  need  for  water 
pollution  control,  it  is  not  a  satisfactory 
bill.  The  interests  of  the  States  are  by¬ 
passed  beyond  reason  or  necessity  with 
new  Federal  encroachments  and  ill-con¬ 
ceived  expenditures.  However,  it  is  the 
only  bill  that  will  come  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  several  years  and  so  for  lack  of 
a  better  bill  I  shall  support  it.  We  would 
hope  that  before  too  long  wiser  proposals 
will  be  presented  to  the  House. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a)  the 
last  sentence  of  section  1(a)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  466 

(a) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "To  this 
end,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  (hereinafter  in  this  Act  called  the 
‘Secretary’)  shall  administer  this  Act.” 

(b)  Section  1(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  impairing  or  in  any  manner  affect¬ 
ing  any  right  or  jurisdiction  of  the  States 
with  respect  to  the  waters  of  such  States, 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  power,  au¬ 
thority,  and  jurisdiction  of  such  States  to 
enforce  State  water  pollution  control  laws 
and  regulations.” 

(c)  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8  and  the 
first  sentence  of  section  10(a)  of  such  Act 
are  each  amended  by  striking  out  "Surgeon 
General"  and  “Surgeon  General’s”  wherever 
they  appear  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “Secretary”  and  “Secretary’s”, 
respectively. 

(d)  Sections  4(a)  and  7(c)  of  such  Act  are 
each  amended  by  striking  out  “Public 
Health  Service”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare”. 

(e)  Sections  7(a)  (2)  (B)  and  10(b)  are 
each  amended  by  striking  out  “Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary”. 

(f)  Section  10(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  second  and  third  sen¬ 
tences  thereof. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  4  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  paragraph  (4) 
thereof  the  following :  “ :  Provided,  That  the 
total  sum  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
any  fiscal  year  for  fellowships  pursuant  to 
this  subparagraph  shall  not  exceed  $100,000; 
and”. 


(b)  Paragraph  (5)  of  subsection  (a)  of 

section  4  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  pe¬ 
riod  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  and”. 

(c)  Section  4  is  further  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsections : 

“(d)  The  Secretary  shall  establish,  equip, 
and  maintain  field  laboratory  and  research 
facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  one 
to  be  located  in  the  northeastern  area  of 
the  United  States,  one  in  the  southeastern 
area,  one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the 
southwestern  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west,  and  one  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  for  the 
conduct  of  research,  investigations,  experi¬ 
ments,  field  demonstrations  and  studies,  and 
training  relating  to  the  prevention  and  con¬ 
trol  of  water  pollution.  Insofar  as  practica¬ 
ble,  each  such  facility  shall  be  located  near 
institutions  of  higher  learning  in  which 
graduate  training  in  such  research  might  be 
carried  out. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  research 
and  technical  development  work,  and  make 
studies,  with  respect  to  the  quality  of  the 
waters  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  an 
analysis  of  the  present  and  projected  future 
water  quality  of  the  Great  Lakes  under  vary¬ 
ing  conditions  of  waste  treatment  and  dis¬ 
posal,  an  evaluation'  of  the  water  quality 
needs  of  those  to  be  served  by  such  waters, 
an  evaluation  of  municipal,  industrial,  and 
vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal  prac¬ 
tices  with  respect  to  such  waters,  and  a  study 
of  alternate  means  of  solving  water  pollu¬ 
tion  problems  (including  additional  waste 
treatment  measures)  with  respect  to  such 
waters.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  following 
“June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000”  the  following: 
“,  and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  and 
including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1971,  $5,000,000”. 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  5  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end 
of  paragraph  4  thereof,  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  5  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
",  and”  and  by  adding  after  such  paragraph 
5  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“(6)  sets  forth  the  criteria  used  by  the 
State  in  determining  priority  of  projects  as 
provided  in  section  6(b)  (4) .” 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (2)  of  section  6 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(2)  No  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  proj¬ 
ect  in  an  amount  exceeding  whichever  of  the 
following  is  the  smaller:  (A)  $800,000,  or  (B) 
the  total  of  30  per  centum  of  the  first 
$1,000,000  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  plus  15 
per  centum  of  the  next  $2,000,000  of  such 
cost,  plus  10  per  centum  of  the  remainder  of 
such  cost:  Provided,  That  the  grantee  agrees 
to  pay  the  remaining  cost:  Provided  further, 
That  in  the  case  of  a  project  which  will  serve 
more  than  one  municipality  (A)  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to 
be  reasonable  and  equitable,  allocate  to  each 
municipality  to  be  served  by  such  project  its 
share  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  of 
such  project,  and  shall  then  apply  the  fore¬ 
going  limitations  in  this  clause  to  each  such 
share  as  if  it  were  a  separate  project  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant 
which  may  be  made  under  this  section  with 
respect  to  each  such  share,  and  the  total  of 
all  the  amounts  so  determined  or  $2,400,000, 
whichever  is  the  smaller,  shall  be  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be 
made  under  this  section  on  account  of  such 
project,  and  (.B)  for  purposes  of  the  limita¬ 


tion  in  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (d), 
the  share  of  each  municipality  so  deter¬ 
mined  shall  be  regarded  as  a  grant  for  the 
construction  of  treatment  works”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  striking  out  "and”  after 
clause  (3)  and  by  inserting  before  the  period 
at  the  end  of  clause  (4) :  and  (5)  no  grant 
shall  be  made  for  any  project  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  any  State  in  an  amount  exceeding 
$250,000  until  a  grant  has  been  made  there¬ 
under  for  each  project  (A)  for  which  an  ap¬ 
plication  was  filed  with  the  appropriate 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  prior 
to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  clause  and 
( B )  which  the  Secretary  determines  met  the 
requirements  of  this  section  and  regulations 
thereunder  as  in  effect  prior  to  such  date  of 
enactment”. 

(c)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 
of  such  section  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  final  perrod  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  the  following:  ",  except  that  any  such 
allotment  which  is  not  obligated  within  six 
months  following  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  it  was  made  because  of  a  lack  of 
projects  which  have  been  approved  under 
subsection  (b)(1)  of  this  section,  or  certified 
as  entitled  to  priority  under  subsection  (b) 
(4)  of  this  section,  shall  be  reallotted  by  the 
Secretary,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to 
be  reasonable  and  equitable  and  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  regulations  promulgated  by  him. 
Any  amount  made  available  to  a  State  by  re¬ 
allotments  under  the  preceding  sentence 
shall  be  in  addition  to  amounts  otherwise 
allotted  to  such  State  under  this  section,  and 
shall  be  available  for  payments  with  respect 
to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been 
approved  under  this  section  prior  to  the  close 
of  the  fiscal  year  following  the  year  for 
which  the  original  allotment  was  made.” 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “$50,000,000”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$100,000,000”,  and 
by  striking  out  “$500,000,000”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “$1,000,000,000”. 

(e)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(f)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action 
as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  that  all  labor¬ 
ers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors 
or  subcontractors  on  projects  for  which 
grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  be 
paid  wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  pre¬ 
vailing  on  the  same  type  of  work  on  similar 
construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931,  as 
amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
(46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.C.  276a  through 

276a^5).” 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(a)(1)  of  section  7  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “There  is  hereby  established  in  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  a  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory 
Board,  composed  of  the  Secretary  or  his 
designee,  who  shall  be  chairman,  and  nine 
members  appointed  by  the  President,  none 
of  whom  shall  be  Federal  officers  or  em¬ 
ployees.” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (2) 
(A)  of  such  section  7  is  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof : 
",  and  (iii)  the  term  of  any  member  under 
the  preceding  provisions  shall  be  extended 
until  the  date  on  which  his  successor’s  ap¬ 
pointment  is  effective”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  8  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“enforcement  measures  against  pollution 

OF  NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  in  or  adjacent  to  any  State  or  States 
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(whether  the  matter  causing  or  contributing 
to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into 
such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after 
discharge  into  a  tributary  of  such  waters), 
which  endangers  the  health  or  welfare  of 
any  persons,  shall  be  subject  to  abatement 
as  provided  in  this  Act. 

“(b)  Consistent  with  the  policy  declara¬ 
tion  of  this  Act,  State  and  interstate  action 
to  abate  pollution  of  navigable  waters  shall 
be  encouraged  and  shall  not  be  displaced  by 
Federal  enforcement  action  except  as  oth¬ 
erwise  provided  by  or  pursuant  to  a  final 
order  is  issued  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(e)  of  this  section  or  a  court  order  under 
subsection  (g)  of  this  section. 

“(c)(1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  any  State,  a  State  water  pollution 
control  agency,  or  (with  the  concurrence  of 
the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  for 
the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  sit¬ 
uated)  the  governing  body  oi  any  munici¬ 
pality,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such  request 
refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which 
is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the 
discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give 
formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water 
pollution  control  agency  and  interstate 
agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where 
such  discharge  or  discharges  orginate  and 
shall  call  promptly  a  conference  of  such 
agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  and  interstate 
agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States,  if  any, 
which  may  be  adversely  affected  by  such 
pollution.  Whenever  requested  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  any  State,  a  State  water  pollution 
control  agency,  or  (with  the  concurrence  of 
the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  for 
the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  sit¬ 
uated)  the  governing  body  of  any  munici¬ 
pality,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such  request 
refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which 
is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which 
the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give 
formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency, 
if  any,  of  the  requesting  State  where  such 
discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall 
promptly  call  a  conference  of  such  agency 
or  agencies  and  of  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any, 
of  the  requesting  State.  The  Secretary  shall 
also  call  such  a  conference  whenever,  on  the 
basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has 
reason  to  believe  that  any  pollution  referred 
to  in  subsection  (a)  and  endangering  the 
health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  originate  is  occurring. 

“(2)  The  agencies  called  to  attend  such 
conference  may  bring  such  persons  as  they 
desire  to  the  conference.  Not  less  than  three 
weeks’  prior  notice  of  the  conference  date 
shall  be  given  to  such  agencies. 

“(3)  Following  this  conference,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  prepare  and  forward  to  all  the 
water  pollution  control  agencies  attending 
the  conference  a  summary  of  conference 
discussions  including  (A)  occurrence  of 
pollution  of  navigable  waters  subject  to 
abatement  under  this  Act;  (B)  adequacy  of 
measures  taken  toward  abatement  of  the 
pollution;  and  (C)  nature  of  delays,  if  any, 
being  encountered  in  abating  the  pollution. 

“(d)  If  the  Secretary  believes,  upon  the 
conclusion  of  the  conference  or  thereafter, 
that  effective  progress  toward  abatement  of 
such  pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that 
the  health  or  welfare  of  any  persons  is  being 
endangered,  he  shall  recommend  to  the  ap¬ 
propriate  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  that  it  take  necessary  remedial  ac¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  allow  at  least  six 
months  from  the  date  he  makes  such  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  taking  of  such  recom¬ 
mended  action. 


“(e)  If,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  period  so 
allowed,  such  remedial  action  is  not  taken 
or  action  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  reasonably  calculated  to  secure 
abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  taken, 
the  Secretary  shall  call  a  public  hearing,  to 
be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the  places 
where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or 
contributing  to  such  pollution  originated, 
before  a  Hearing  Board  of  five  or  more  per¬ 
sons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  Each  State 
in  which  any  discharge  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution  originates  and 
each  State  claiming  to  be  adversely  affected 
by  such  pollution  shall  be  given  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  select  one  member  of  the  Hearing 
Board  and  at  least  one  member  shall  be  a 
representative  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the 
Hearing  Board  shall  be  persons  other  than 
officers  or  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  At  least 
three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  such  hearing 
shall  be  given  to  the  State  water  pollution 
Control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if 
any,  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hearing 
and  the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters.  On  the 
basis  of  the  evidence  presented  at  such  hear¬ 
ing,  the  Hearing  Board  shall  make  findings 
as  to  whether  pollution  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  is  occurring  and  whether  ef¬ 
fective  progress  toward  abatement  thereof  is 
being  made.  If  the  Hearing  Board  finds 
such  pollution  is  occurring  and  effective 
progress  toward  abatement  is  not  being  made 
it  shall  make  recomemndations  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  concerning  the  measures,  if  any,  which 
it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to 
secure  abatement  of  such  pollution.  Such 
findings  and  recommendations  shall  be  the 
findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  except  to  the  extent,  on  the  basis  of 
the  evidence  at  such  hearing,  he  believes 
additional  or  different  findings  or  recom¬ 
mendations  are  warranted.  The  Secretary 
shall  send  his  findings  and  recommendations 
to  the  person  or  persons  discharging  any 
matter  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pol¬ 
lution,  together  with  an  order  specifying  a 
reasonable  time,  but  not  less  than  six  months 
from  the  date  of  issuance  of  such  order,  to 
secure  abatement  of  such  pollution  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  such  findings  and  recommen¬ 
dations.  Such  order  shall  become  final  on 
the  sixtieth  day  after  the  date  of  its  issuance 
unless  an  appeal  is  taken  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b) .  The  Secretary  shall  also 
send  a  copy  of  such  findings  and  recommen¬ 
dations  and  such  order  to  the  water  pollution 
control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if 
any,  attending  the  hearings  as  a  party  of 
record. 

“(f)  An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  any 
such  order  of  the  Secretary  by  any  person 
who  has  been  made  subject  to  such  order 
to  the  United  States  court  of  appeals  for 
the  circuit  in  which  any  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  causing  or  contributing  to  the  pol¬ 
lution  subject  to  abatement  by  such  order 
originates  by  filing  with  such  court  a  notice 
of  appeal  within  sixty  days  from  the  date  of 
issuance  of  the  order.  The  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  shall  attach  upon  the  filing  of 
such  notice.  A  copy  of  such  notice  shall 
forthwith  be  transmitted  by  the  clerk  of 
the  court  to  the  Secretary  or  any  officer 
designated  by  him  for  that  purpose  and  to 
any  other  person  who  received  a  copy  of  the 
Secretary’s  order.  The  Secretary  shall  there¬ 
upon  file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  before  the  Hearing  Board  as 
provided  in  section  2112  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  together  with  his  findings  of 
fact  and  recommendations.  Such  findings 
of  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  substan¬ 
tial  evidence  when  considered  on  the  record 
as  a  whole,  shall  be  conclusive,  but  the 
court  for  good  cause  shown  may  remand 
the  case  to  the  Secretary  for  the  taking  of 
additional  evidence  in  such  manner  and 
upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 


court  may  deem  proper.  The  Secretary  may 
thereupon  make  or  cause  to  be  made  new 
or  modified  findings  of  fact  and  recom¬ 
mendations,  and  he  shall  file  with  the 
court  the  record  of  such  further  proceed¬ 
ings,  the  new  or  modified  findings  and 
recommendations,  and  his  recommenda¬ 
tions,  if  any,  for  the  setting  aside  or  modi¬ 
fication  of  his  original  order.  Such  new  or 
modified  findings  shall  likewise  be  conclu¬ 
sive  if  supported  by  substantial  evidence 
when  considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole. 

"(g)  Upon  the  basis  of  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  filed  with  it,  the  court  shall 
have  jurisdiction  to  enter  an  order  affirm¬ 
ing  or  setting  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
the  order  of  the  Secretary.  The  judgment 
of  the  court  shall  be  final,  subject  to  re¬ 
view  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  upon  ceitorari  or  certification  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  1254  of  title  28  of  the 
United  States  Code. 

“(h)  The  United  States  district  courts 
shall  have  jurisdiction  of  any  civil  action 
brought  by  the  Attorney  General  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Secretary  to  enforce  any  order 
issued  under  this  section  by  the  Secretary, 
or  by  a  United  States  court  of  appeals. 

“(i)  Members  of  any  Hearing  Board  ap¬ 
pointed  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  who 
are  not  regular  full-time  officers  or  employ¬ 
ees  of  the  United  States  shall,  while  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  hearing  conducted  by  such 
Board  or  otherwise  engaged  on  the  work 
of  such  Board,  receive  compensation  at  a 
rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $100  per  diem,  including  travel  time, 
and  while  away  from  their  homes  or  reg¬ 
ular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed 
travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu 
of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law  (5 
U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the  Government 
service  employed  intermittently. 

“(j)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term 
‘person’  includes  an  individual,  corporation, 
partnership,  association,  State,  municipality, 
and  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(k)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term 
‘municipality’  means  a  city,  town,  borough, 
county,  parish,  district,  or  other  public  body 
created  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law.” 

Sec.  7.  Section  9  of  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentences : 
“In  his  summary  of  any  conference  pursuant 
to  section  8(c)  (3)  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
shall  include  references  to  any  discharges 
allegedly  contributing  to  pollution  from  any 
Federal  property.  Notice  of  any  hearing 
pursuant  to  section  8(e)  involving  any 
pollution  alleged  to  be  effected  by  any  such 
discharges  shall  also  be  given  to  the  Federal 
agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the  property 
involved  and  the  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hearing  Board  conducting  such 
hearing  shall  also  include  references  to  any 
such  discharges  which  are  contributing  to 
the  pollution  found  by  such  Hearing  Board.” 

Sec.  8.  Section  11  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(d)  The  term  ‘State’  means  a  State,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

“(e)  The  term  ‘interstate  waters’  means 
all  rivers,  lakes,  and  other  waters  that  flow 
across  or  form  a  part  of  State  boundaries, 
including  coastal  waters.” 

Sec.  9.  In  the  case  of  any  discharge  or 
discharges  causing  or  contributing  to  water 
pollution  with  respect  to  which  the  actions 
of  the  Surgeon  General  or  the  Secretary  pre¬ 
scribed  under  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  as  in  effect  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  have  already  been 
completed  prior  to  such  enactment,  the 
provisions  of  such  section  as  so  in  effect  shall 
continue  to  be  applicable  until  the  pollu¬ 
tion  caused  by  such  discharge  or  discharges 
has  been  abated.  * 
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Sec.  10.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Pollution.  Control  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1961”. 

Mr.  BLATNIK  (during  the  reading  of 
the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  further  reading  of 
the  bill  be  dispensed  with,  that  the  bill 
be  considered  as  read  and  open  to 
amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  5,  strike  out  “7,  and  8"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “and  7”. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
3-§rccd  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  25,  strike  out  and”. 

The  committee  amendment  was 

agreed  to 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Strike  out  lines  i,  2  and  3  on  page  3. 

The  committee  amendment  was 

agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  3,  line  4,  strike  out  “(c)”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “(b)  ”, 

The  committee  amendment  was 

agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  4,  line  12,  strike  out  “4”  and  insert 
“(4)”. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  4,  line  13,  strike  out  “5”  and  insert 
"(5)”. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  4,  line  14,  strike  out  the  comma  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Page  4,  line  15,  strike  out  “5”  and  in¬ 
sert  “(5)  ”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  4,  strike  out  lines  21  and  22  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof:  "follows:  ‘(2)  no  grant 
shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an  amount”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  10,  line  4,  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  "unless,  in  the  Judgment  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  the  effect  of  such  pollution  on  the 
legitimate  uses  of  the  waters  is  not  of  such 
significance  to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal 
jurisdiction  under  this  section.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  12,  line  25,  strike  out  “(B)”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “(f)  ”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Lankford: 
Page  3,  line  6,  after  the  words  “United  States” 
add  "one  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  area,”. 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  deeply  concerned  that  section  2(d) 
of  H.R.  6441,  in  providing  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  field  laboratory  and  research 
facilities  throughout  the  United  States, 
has  omitted  specific  reference  to  the 
Middle  Atlantic  area. 

This  region,  comprised,  as  a  minimum, 
of  the  States  of  Pennsylvania,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Virginia,  Delaware,  and  Maryland, 
with  its  population  today  of  approxi¬ 
mately  21  million,  is  in  desperate  need 
of  the  establishment  of  its  own  regional 
laboratory  and  research  facility.  The 
committee  in  its  report  emphasized  the 
problem  of  acid-mine  drainage  from 
abandoned  coal  mines  in  Pennsylvania 
and  West  Virginia.  These  drainage 
problems  quite  obviously  affect  the  States 
of  Maryland  and  Virginia.  The  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay  region  needs  immediately  re¬ 
search  assistance  to  find  ways  to  com¬ 
bat  the  effects  of  water  pollution  on  the 
region’s  great  seafood  industry. 

The  State  of  Maryland  has  for  a  con¬ 
siderable  period  of  time  conducted  its 
own  research  program  and  in  recent 
years  has  undertaken  cooperative  re¬ 
search  efforts  with  the  State  of  Vir¬ 
ginia.  I  believe  the  public  is  now  be¬ 
coming  fully  aware  of  the  effects  of 
certain  kinds  of  pollution,  both  indus¬ 
trial  and  municipal,  on  fish  and  other 
marine  resources.  I  am  deeply  con¬ 
scious  of  the  fact  that  an  alarming  num¬ 
ber  of  public  beaches  have  been  closed 
by  health  agencies  and  that  the  use  of 
oysters,  clams,  and  other  foods  has  been 
forbidden,  if  taken  from  polluted  areas, 
the  number  of  which  is  on  the  increase. 
This  is  a  problem  of  the  greatest  magni¬ 
tude  to  our  Nation’s  economy,  and  is  of 
paramount  importance  to  the  Middle 
Atlantic  area.  It  is  recongized  that  the 
seafood  industry  is  in  real  need  of  assist¬ 
ance,  and  the  location  of  a  research  fa¬ 
cility  in  the  area  as  called  for  by  my 
amendment  will  not  only  be  of  inesti¬ 
mable  value  to  this  region,  but  will  sup¬ 
ply  sources  of  information  that  will 
assist  other  States  dependent,  as  we 
are  in  Maryland  to  a  large  degree,  upon 
a  vigorous  and  healthy  seafood  industry. 


The  advantages  of  locating  a  regional 
laboratory  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  area, 
I  believe,  are  self-evident.  Not  only 
would  such  a  facility  be  in  close  prox¬ 
imity  to  Washington,  but  it  would  also 
be  close  to  many  colleges  and  private 
research  organizations  that  would  en¬ 
able  the  establishment  of  graduate 
training  in  various  fields  connected  with 
this  most  complex  problem. 

Gov.  J.  Millard  Tawes  of  Maryland,  in 
his  letter  to  me  of  March  15  supporting 
my  amendment,  expressed  his  deep  con¬ 
cern  that  all  too  many  of  the  areas  of 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  have  shown  evi¬ 
dence  of  increasing  pollution.  He  is 
certainly  correct  when  he  refers  to  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  as  the  greatest  natural 
resource  of  the  State  of  Maryland.  I 
submit  that  it  is  an  area  that  will  not 
only  provide  increased  recreational  op¬ 
portunities  for  all  the  people  of  the  Mid¬ 
dle  Atlantic  region,  but  one  which  is  even 
now  a  principal  source  of  income  for 
many  residents  of  the  States  of  Mary¬ 
land,  Virginia,  and  Delaware. 

Earlier  this  week,  I  advised  my  col¬ 
leagues  from  the  five  States  directly  af¬ 
fected  of  my  intention  to  offer  this 
amendment.  I  am  very  encouraged  by 
their  overwhelmingly  favorable  response. 
I  strongly  urge  acceptance  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  is  well 
aware  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland,  well  aware  of 
the  problem  of  the  Middle  Atlantic  area. 
We  included  in  our  report  specific  refer¬ 
ence  to  other  areas  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  one  to  be  located  in  the  north¬ 
eastern  area  of  the  United  States,  one 
in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the 
midwestern  area,  one  in  the  southwest¬ 
ern  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
and  one  in  the  State  of  Alaska. 

Speaking  for  the  majority  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  we  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  I  thank  the  chair¬ 
man  and  express  the  hope  that  the  mi¬ 
nority  will  be  aqually  willing  to  accept 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  had  some  difficulty 
in  determining  whether  the  Middle  At¬ 
lantic  should  be  specifically  noted  as  a 
separate  area.  It  seems  as  though  the 
Secretary  would  have  authority  to  lo¬ 
cate  one  there,  or  that  this  area  would 
come  within  the  Northeast  and  South¬ 
east,  why  to  say  they  could  not  locate  a 
laboratory  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  area 
as  part  of  one  of  these  two.  Do  I  in¬ 
terpret  it  correctly? 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  As  I  understand  the 
bill  it  calls  for  six  locations. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  Northeast,  South¬ 
east,  Midwest,  Pacific  Northwest,  south¬ 
western  area,  and  one  in  the  State  of 
Alaska. 

I  feel  that  the  problems  of  the  mid- 
Atlantic  area  States  are  peculiar  to  that 
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area  and  as  such  merit  a  laboratory  to 
deal  with  these  problems. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  under  those  circumstances 
I  do  not  believe  the  minority  would  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  area  being  considered  a  sepa¬ 
rate  area  for  a  laboratory. 

Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  wish  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  for  calling  the  attention 
of  the  House  to  the  need  of  the  Mid- 
Atlantic  area  for  such  a  laboratory. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maryland. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Scherer:  On 
page  7,  line  1  through  4,  strike  out  all  of 
subsection  (d) ;  and  on  line  5  strike  out 
“(e)”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “(d).” 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  would  keep  at  the  present 
level  the  Federal  aid  money  to  cities,  as 
in  the  present  law,  namely  $50  million 
a  year,  with  a  maximum  amount  over 
a  10-year  period  of  $500  million. 

The  bill  provides  that  we  increase  the 
amount  from  $50  million  a  year  to  $100 
million  a  year,  with  an  overall  increase 
of  $1  billion  over  a  10-year  period. 

As  I  said  in  general  debate,  there  is 
no  question  that  the  pollution  of  our 
waters  today,  as  in  the  past,  is  as  out¬ 
lined  so  ably  by  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  Mr.  Blatnik.  There  is  no 
question  about  that.  The  question  we 
have  to  determine  is  whether  or  not  we 
want  to  continue  to  have  the  Federal 
Government  take  an  ever-expanding  role 
in  granting  moneys  to  cities  in  the 
United  States  to  help  them  clean  up 
their  own  pollution.  That  is  the  real  is¬ 
sue  insofar  as  this  bill  is  concerned. 

In  1956  the  Senate  did  approve  a  bill 
which  broadened  the  base  of  Federal 
enforcement  jurisdiction.  It  put  teeth 
into  the  enforcement  provisions  of  the 
law  at  that  time.  There  was  no  grant- 
in-aid  program  to  cities  in  that  bill. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  at  that  time  opposed  any 
grant-in-aid  provisions  for  that  bill. 
The  then  President  of  the  United  States 
opposed  it  and  vetoed  the  bill  because 
it  did  eventualy  contain  such  a  provision. 

The  proponents  of  increasing  the 
amounts  of  Federal  money  argue  that 
this  money  stimulates  the  construction 
of  disposal  plants  in  cities  that  cannot 
afford  to  build  their  own  plants.  That 
is  not  so,  in  my  opinion,  because  you 
must  remember  that  these  strong  en¬ 
forcement  provisions  and  the  broadening 
of  the  base  of  Federal  enforcement  came 
in  the  1956  act.  It  is  and  was  those 
stronge  enforcement  provisions,  both  at 
State  and  Federal  level,  that  caused  and 
compelled  many  of  these  cities  to  get 
busy  and  build  their  own  treatment 
plants.  That  is  what  caused  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  the  money  for  disposal  fa¬ 
cilities  by  cities.  Anyone  who  feels  that 
the  $50  million  a  year  we  have  been 


expending  to  give  to  the  cities  to  help 
them  build  a  pollution  plant  is  an  incen¬ 
tive  is  living  in  a  fool’s  paradise,  because 
disposal  plants  cost  money.  In  my  own 
city  the  disposal  plant  cost  $62  million. 
What  in  the  world  can  we  do  with  $50 
million  a  year  for  the  entire  United 
States?  As  I  said  in  1956,  this  is  a  foot 
in  the  door  for  another  big  continuing 
ever-expanding  Federal-aid  program. 

We  are  now  being  asked  to  increase 
the  Federal  money  available  from  $500 
million  to  $1  billion.  If  you  are  going 
to  do  any  kind  of  a  job,  if  the  Federal 
Government  is  going  to  continue  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  this  program,  the  total  cost 
may  eventually  reach  $5  billion.  We 
ought  to  know  where  we  are  headed. 
That  is  the  reason  for  my  amendment. 

The  President  in  his  veto  message  last 
year  stated  the  issue  better  than  I  can: 

Because  water  pollution  is  uniquely  a 
local  plight,  primary  responsibility  for  solv¬ 
ing  the  problem  lies  not  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  but,  rather,  must  be  as¬ 
sumed  and  exercised,  as  it  has  been,  by  the 
States. 

The  President  continued  in  his  veto 
message  as  follows : 

By  holding  forth  the  promise  in  a  large- 
scale  program  of  long-term  Federal  support, 
it  would  tempt  municipalities  to  delay 
water  pollution  abatement  efforts  while  they 
waited  for  Federal  funds. 

That  is  what  is  going  to  happen. 

Cities  will  delay  going  forward.  They 
will  wait  hat  in  hand  for  Federal  moneys 
which  they  know  will  be  increased  from 
year  to  year.  Let  us  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment  and  let  local  governments  take  care 
of  their  own  waste  as  many  cities  have 
already  done  with  their  own  money — 
without  Federal  aid.  Let  us  not  make 
these  cities  who  failed  to  take  care  of 
their  own  waste  now  pay  to  get  rid  of 
the  laggard’s  dirt. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  of  us  wish  that  it 
were  possible  to  accomplish  this  program 
with  a  less  expenditure  of  money  than 
is  contemplated  in  the  bill.  Unfortun¬ 
ately,  it  is  obvious  from  the  experience 
that  we  have  had  in  the  5  years  in  which 
the  program  has  operated  that  a  larger 
amount  of  Federal  grants  is  necessary 
in  order  to  accomplish  the  minimum 
needs  that  are  involved.  What  we  need 
to  realize  now  is  that  unless  we  estab¬ 
lish  a  program  that  is  in  keeping  with 
the  minimum  established  needs,  that 
the  cost  to  us  in  the  not  very  distant 
future  is  going  to  be  far  more  than  the 
$100  million  a  year  that  is  authorized 
here.  The  $100  million  authorized  here 
will  meet  the  problem  as  it  has  been  sur¬ 
veyed  both  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  and  by  the  As¬ 
sociation  of  State  Commissioners  who 
operate  in  this  field.  However,  if  there 
is  further  delay,  if  the  needs  pile  up,  if 
a  more  accelerated  crash  type  of  pro¬ 
gram  becomes  necessary,  the  present 
authorization  is  going  to  be  insufficient, 
and  we  are  going  to  have  to  meet  far 
greater  costs  than  are  envisioned  in  the 
bill  here. 


INCENTIVE 

I  do  not  think  I  have  to  explain  to  any 
of  you  who  have  watched  this  program 
in  your  individual  States  about  the  in¬ 
centive  that  is  involved  in  it.  I  have  seen 
in  my  own  State  communities  which  had 
no  thought  of  participating  in  the  pro¬ 
gram;  who  were  not  under  any  threat 
of  State  or  local  government  as  a  re¬ 
quirement  to  participate  in  the  program, 
who  joined  in  the  program  because  of 
the  incentive  offered  by  the  30  percent 
grant.  The  increase  from  $50  million  to 
$100  million  is  designed  for  no  other  pur¬ 
pose  than  that  each  need  throughout  the 
country  can  be  met  in  an  orderly  fashion. 

According  to  the  estimates  that  have 
been  made  by  the  authorities  in  this 
field,  within  the  program  envisioned 
here  in  the  next  8  years,  the  current 
needs  can  be  met.  If  we  adopt  this  pro¬ 
gram  now,  we  will  be  doing  it  at  far  less 
cost  to  the  taxpayer  than  if  we  put  it 
off  and  have  to  move  into  a  crash  pro¬ 
gram  later. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  In  the  final 
analysis,  looking  at  this  from  a  sensible 
standpoint,  would  it  not  be  very  un¬ 
realistic  for  this  body  to  extend  consid¬ 
erable  coverage  in  this  program  to  more 
than  22,000  bodies  of  water  not  now 
covered  by  the  program  and  yet  hold 
down  the  sum  of  money  to  the  present 
figure  that  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
advocates? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  We,  of 
course,  have  to  increase  the  allocation  to 
meet  the  additional  coverage.  We  have 
to  do  it  primarily,  however,  because  it 
is  a  cheaper  way  for  us  to  assure  a  sup¬ 
ply  of  cleaner  water  for  the  future  than 
if  w7e  have  to  get  it  through  some  other 
means.  This  is  the  biggest  individual 
weapon  that  the  communities  can  have 
in  an  overall  water  pollution  control 
program.  We  have  to  have  the  pro¬ 
gram  expanded  insofar  as  the  grants  are 
concerned  to.  enable  us  to  meet  the 
clearly  defined  needs  for  our  water 
supply  in  the  future.  Our  water  is  go¬ 
ing  to  cost  us  a  whole  lot  more  in  the 
future  in  terms  of  both  the  Federal  and 
local  costs  if  we  do  not  attempt  to  meet 
this  problem  right  now  through  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  these  additional  grants 
that  are  absolutely  essential. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
a  long-range  program  to  vote  down  the 
amendment  and  vote  for  the  figure  out¬ 
lined  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  ask  the  chairman  or  the 
acting  chairman  of  the  committee  a 
question.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  H.R.  6441  the  State  of  Mississippi 
would  do  pretty  well  by  way  of  obtain¬ 
ing  funds,  would  it  not? 
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Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes,  on  a 
proportionate  basis  on  which  the  dis¬ 
tribution  is  made.  On  the  $50  million 
formula,  the  State  of  Iowa  would  fare 
equally  well.  The  table  is  Set  out  on 
page  14  of  the  report  showing  the 
amounts  that  each  State  would  be  eligi¬ 
ble  to  receive  under  the  terms  of  this 
bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Perhaps  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  cannot  answer  the  ques¬ 
tion,  but  perhaps  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith],  who  just  ad¬ 
dressed  the  House,  can  answer  it.  Did 
the  State  of  Mississippi  a  couple  of  years 
ago  reduce  its  State  income  taxes? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  would  have 
to  defer  to  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Smith]  for  an  answer  to  that 
question. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Perhaps  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  can  answer  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  ask  the 
question  again? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Did  the  State  of  Missis¬ 
sippi  within  the  last  2  or  3  years  reduce 
its  State  income  tax? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  The  State 
of  Mississippi  reduced  its  State  income 
tax,  but  I  was  not  a  member  of  the  legis¬ 
lature  that  did  that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  not  saying  any¬ 
thing  about  the  gentleman’s  being  a 
member  of  the  State  legislature.  So, 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  situation  here 
where  the  State  of  Mississippi  has,  as  I 
understand  it,  substantially  reduced  its 
taxes  on  corporations  and  individuals, 
and  now  comes  crying  to  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  help.  We  have  had  no  re¬ 
duction  in  State  income  taxes  in  the 
State  of  Iowa  and  we  do  not  benefit  as 
much  as  does  the  State  of  Mississippi 
under  the  terms  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield,  if  the  gentleman 
can  shed  any  light  on  why  we  should  be 
spending  money  to  increase  the  alloca¬ 
tion  to  the  State  of  Mississippi  when  it 
is  reducing  the  taxes  on  their  people. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  should  like  to 
point  out  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
that  there  are  other  States  that  have 
increased  their  tax  loads  who  are  asking 
for  this  legislation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  do  not  doubt  that  at 
all,  but  I  do  not  see  any  reason  why 
the  Federal  Government,  with  a  debt  of 
$290  billion,  should  be  increasing  allo¬ 
cations  to  States  that  find  it  possible  to 
decrease  the  taxes  upon  their  own  people. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  gentleman 
realizes,  I  hope,  that  these  allocations 
in  the  final  analysis  go  to  the  municipali¬ 
ties,  within  the  States,  and  not  to  the 
governments  of  the  States  themselves, 
to  the  State  sovereignties. 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  are  integral  parts 
of  the  State  governments,  are  they  not? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Practically  every 
municipality  in  the  country  has  been  in¬ 
creasing  its  taxes  in  recent  years  and  I 
am  quite  sure  that  that  holds  true  in 
Mississippi  as  well  as  in  the  gentleman’s 
own  State  of  Iowa. 


Mr.  GROSS.  I  just  got  through  say¬ 
ing  to  the  gentleman  that  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith]  admitted 
that  that  State  has  reduced  its  State  in¬ 
come  tax.  You  cannot  have  it  both  ways. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  This  money  is 
going  to  the  municipalities.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  can  point 
to  any  municipality  in  Mississippi  that 
has  not  been  increasing  its  tax  load,  as 
well  as  other  cities  in  other  States. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  sure  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  live  in  the  municipalities  pay 
State  income  taxes  in  the  State  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  too.  The  gentleman  will  agree 
with  that,  will  he  not? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  point  that  the 
gentleman  is  making,  of  course,  is  well 
taken,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  State 
responsibility.  The  amendment  which 
I  intend  to  offer,  and  which  I  shall  offer 
shortly,  would  require  that  by  1964  the 
States  would  accept  some  responsibility 
by  matching  the  additional  moneys  above 
$50  million  with  State  funds.  That  is 
the  problem  in  the  whole  program.  The 
States  have  not  shown  enough  interest, 
because  the  States  have  not  had  to  put  up 
the  money.  This  is  a  program  by  the 
Federal  Government,  to  be  offered  to  the 
local  governments.  The  States  should 
bear  their  fair  share.  As  I  said,  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  point  is  well  taken.  The  States 
have  not  gone  ahead  with  programs,  ex¬ 
cept  in  five  States.  I  think  we  should 
encourage  them  to  do  so  and  by  1964  we 
should  require  them  to  do  so. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Scherer]  has  a  comment  with  regard  to 
Cincinnati  as  it  relates  to  the  matching 
funds,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  and  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  There  are  many, 
many  cities  in  the  United  States  that 
have  gone  forward  and  built  sewage 
treatment  plants  without  aid  from  the 
Federal  Government  and  have  not  only 
imposed  income  taxes  as  in  my  own  city, 
but  also  have  imposed  water  taxes  to  pay 
for  these  sewage  disposal  treatment 
plants.  If  we  continue  to  expand  the 
amount  the  Federal  Government  is  going 
to  contribute  to  the  cities,  these  cities  to 
which  I  have  just  referred,  are  going  to 
have  to  pay  twice. 

Mr.  LESINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  support  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  of  1961,  to  pro¬ 
vide,  among  other  things,  additional 
funds  for  grants  to  communities  to  as¬ 
sist  in  the  construction  of  sewage-treat¬ 
ment  facilities. 

I  believe  this  legislation  is  urgently 
needed  and  long  overdue.  There  is  no 
question  about  water  pollution  having 
become  a  very  serious  national  prob¬ 
lem,  and  if  we  are  to  insure  that  in  the 
future  our  country  will  have  water  suffi¬ 
cient  to  meet  its  ever  increasing  needs, 
we  must  take  action  now  to  control  and 
abate  pollution  of  our  waterways. 

I  have  been  interested  in  this  overall 


problem,  but  there  is  another  urgent 
need  for  this  legislation,  particularly  as 
it  will  help  the  area  which  I  represent. 
There  exists  at  the  present  time  in  my 
district  a  serious  situation,  which  may 
exist  in  other  parts  of  the  country  also, 
in  that  almost  all  residential,  commer¬ 
cial,  and  industrial  construction  is  at  a 
standstill,  not  because  of  economic  con¬ 
ditions  but  because  of  a  ban  on  new 
building  construction  imposed  by  the 
Michigan  State  Department  of  Health. 
The  department  has  imposed  this  ban 
because  of  inadequate  sewage  facilities 
which  will  prevent  pollution  in  the  area. 

As  I  have  pointed  out  many  times,  my 
area  suffers  from  one  of  the  highest  rates 
of  unemployment  in  the  country  and  the 
halt  in  construction  has  only  aggravated 
the  situation.  Therefore  the  legislation 
under  consideration  will  help  alleviate 
not  only  the  water  problem  but  also  the 
unemployment  problem  in  an  econom¬ 
ically  depressed  area. 

I  urge  approval  of  the  legislation  now 
under  consideration. 

Mr.  RANDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
individual  as  well  as  national  well  being, 
I  feel  it  is  imperative  that  the  Water 
Pollution  bill  be  passed. 

A  grave  shortage  of  pure  water  exists 
in  most  parts  of  the  United  States  to¬ 
day.  This  problem  is  not  confined  to  the 
business  man  and  the  industrialist,  but 
to  the  homemaker  and  the  farmer.  Each 
of  us  share  a  basic  need  for  pure-uncon- 
taminated  water.  Each  of  us  share  a 
primary  concern  in  the  deterioration  in 
health.  And  my  fellow  colleagues,  this 
concern  will  be  intensified  unless  some¬ 
thing  is  done  and  done  now. 

At  the  present  time,  water  is  being  re¬ 
used,  but  this  method  will  have  to  be 
stepped  up  and  increased  if  we  are  to 
meet  present  and  future  needs.  Research 
must  go  forward  for  in  less  than  20  years 
it  is  anticipated  that  we  will  be  using 
double  the  amount  of  water  that  is  be¬ 
ing  used  today.  States  and  cities  should 
be  encouraged  to  participate  more  fully 
with  water  pollution  control  activities. 

Physical  fitness  is  of  paramount  im¬ 
portance  to  the  individual  and  to  our 
country’s  welfare  and  because  of  the  fast 
pace  which  is  kept  by  all  Americans,  it  is 
imperative  that  we  maintain  places 
where  we  can  get  away  from  it  all.  But 
as  I  have  seen,  and  I  am  sure  each  of 
you  have  seen,  in  many,  many  of  our 
parks  today  we  find  posters — warning  us 
of  contaminated  water. 

In  my  home  area,  metropolitan  Kan¬ 
sas  City,  Missouri,  the  shortgage  of  pure, 
safe  water  may  become  acute.  I  am  sure 
that  most  of  you  find  the  same  potential 
shortgage  in  your  metropolitan  areas. 

Yes,  this  program  will  cost  money — 
but  I  do  not  believe  we  can  say  it  is  an 
expense — rather  it  is  an  investment  in 
the  future  of  America — an  investment 
we  cannot  neglect  to  make  in  the  face  of 
our  expanding  population. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  favor  of  H.R.  6441,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to 
provide  for  a  more  effective  program  of 
water  pollution  control.  This  legislation 
will  authorize  the  establishment  and 
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maintenance  of  field  laboratory  and  re¬ 
search  facilities  in  various  parts  of  the 
country  and  the  conduct  of  water  quality 
studies  of  the  Great  Lakes;  increase 
grants  to  State  and  interstate  agencies 
for  the  operation  of  their  water  pollution 
control  programs  from  $3  to  $5  million 
annually  and  extend  the  authorization 
for  such  grants  to  June  30,  1971;  in¬ 
crease  the  authorization  of  appropria¬ 
tions  for  waste  treatment  works  con¬ 
struction  grants  from  $50  million  to  $100 
million  annually  and  the  total  authori¬ 
zation  from  $500  to  $1  billion,  and, 
among  other  things,  increase  maximum 
allowable  grants  from  $250,000  to 
$800,000  and  substitute  sliding  scale  for¬ 
mula  for  present  30  percent  grant  limi¬ 
tation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  has  so  well  stated  in  its 
report  to  the  House,  water  has  become 
the  No.  1  resource  problem  confronting 
the  United  States  today.  As  a  member 
of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  for 
Public  Works,  I  have  been  keenly  aware 
and  most  concerned  about  this  problem. 
The  water  problem  is  directly  related  to 
our  country’s  rapid  population  and  eco¬ 
nomic  growth.  This  growth  is  creating 
a  major  impact  on  water  resources 
from  a  rapidly  growing  demand  for  water 
to  produce  the  things  we  need  to  eat, 
wear,  and  use,  and  for  an  ample  supply 
of  clean,  safe  water  for  drinking  and 
for  recreation. 

FRESH  WATER  DEFICIENCY  WILL  REACH  85  BIL¬ 
LION  GALLONS  DAILY  IN  1980 

The  committee  report  points  out  that 
by  1980  our  population  is  expected  to 
reach  the  232-274  million  range  and 
that  our  estimated  fresh  water  needs 
will  total  600  billion  gallons  a  day — 
nearly  double  present  water  use.  How¬ 
ever,  by  1980  the  developed  dependable 
fresh  water  supply  is  expected  to  total 
about  515  billion  gallons  a  day.  There¬ 
fore,  demand  will  exceed  supply  by  85 
billion  gallons  a  day  in  just  20  years.  It 
is  obvious  that  the  Nation’s  water  needs 
from  now  on  must  be  met  by  using  the 
same  water  over  and  over.  Thus, 
through  this  legislation  and  vital  pro¬ 
gram,  the  highest  prority  in  water  re¬ 
sources  developments  must  be  given  to 
the  all-important  need  of  providing  for 
the  cleanliness  of  the  limited  water  sup¬ 
ply  so  that  it  can  be  used  and  reused  in 
meeting  the  Nation’s  increasing  re¬ 
quirements  for  water  for  all  purposes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  more  “new”  water  can 
be  provided  to  meet  needs  by  controlling 
pollution  than  by  any  other  means. 
Pollution  control  has  the  advantage  of 
permitting  the  use  of  an  already  avail¬ 
able  distribution  system,  the  waterways 
of  the  country,  to  deliver  water  of  satis¬ 
factory  quality  to  the  points  where  it  is 
needed.  I  urge  the  passage  of  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  LMr.  Scherer]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Scherer) 
there  were — ayes  59,  noes  132. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  On 
page  6,  line  6,  strike  out  tbe  period  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “and  such  subsection  (b)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  ‘if  the  total  of  all 
appropriations,  made  under  authority  of 
this  section,  for  any  fiscal  year  which  be¬ 
gins  after  June  30,  1964,  exceed  $50,000,000, 
no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  from 
that  portion  of  the  appropriation  in  excess 
of  $50,000,000  which  is  allocated  to  any 
State  unless  such  State  shall  pay  toward 
the  cost  of  such  project  an  amount  equal  to 
the  Federal  contribution  made  to  such  proj¬ 
ect  from  such  amount  in  excess  of 
$50,000,000.’  ” 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
a  second  amendment,  on  page  7,  lines  2 
and  3,  dealing  with  the  same  subject 
matter.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
these  amendments  may  be  considered  en 
bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  Page 
7,  lines  2  and  3,  strike  out  “$100,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$75,000,000”,  and 
on  line  4,  strike  out  “$1,000,000,000’  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$750,000,000”. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  \#as  given 
permissin  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
amendments  are  very  simple.  What 
they  do  is  reduce  the  authorization  as 
proposed  in  the  bill  from  $100  million 
to  $75  million  annually  and  require 
after  June  of  1964  that  the  States  match 
all  funds  in  excess  of  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  of  $50  million.  In  other  words, 
until  June  of  1964  the  program  of  the 
$50  million  plus  an  additional  $25  mil¬ 
lion,  or  a  total  of  $75  million,  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  go  forward,  for  a  period  of  3 
years. 

My  amendment  acknowledges  that  we 
have  serious  problems  in  connection 
with  the  abatement  of  water  pollution. 
I  initially  supported  Public  Law  660; 
that  is,  I  was  one  of  those  who  intro¬ 
duced  one  of  the  bills  which  became 
Public  Law  660.  I  was  opposed  to  the 
bill,  which  was  vetoed  by  the  President, 
on  the  basis  that  I  believed  it  should 
be  on  the  basis  of  the  States  matching 
the  money,  because  I  feel  we  will  never 
have  an  effective  water  pollution  pro¬ 
gram  until  we  have  the  States  contrib¬ 
uting  to  this  program,  and  giving  them 
adequate  time  to  do  so  legislatively  so 
that  they  can  provide  the  money  to 
match  the  additional  $25  million  or  such 
amount  as  may  be  approved  above  the 
present  $50  million  program. 

That  is  all  the  amendment  does.  I 
think  it  is  sound.  I  am  an  advocate  of  a 
strong  antipollution  control  program.  I 
do  not  believe  we  should  go  so  far  in 
enforcement  as  to  include  intra-State 
streams,  which  is  dealt  with  in  another 
amendment  that  I  will  offer. 

So  far  as  the  grant-in-aid  program 
is  concerned,  this  amendment  provides 
for  a  $25  million  increase.  We  just  got 
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through  voting  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
and  recently  passed  in  this  body  a  bill 
which  would  provide  for  such  funds  in 
surplus  lajaor  areas,  the  so-called  de¬ 
pressed  area  bill.  We  had  a  program  of 
$100  million  in  loans  and  $75  million  in 
grants  in  that  bill,  any  portion  of  which 
can  be  made  available  for  exactly  the 
same  purpose  as  this  program.  Like¬ 
wise,  with  reference  to  the  Housing  and 
Home  Finance  Administration  which 
has  a  program  to  put  money  into  a  sew¬ 
age  disposal  plant.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  that  is  where  most  of  the  $100  mil¬ 
lion  authorized  money  has  gone.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  that  is  where  practically 
all  of  that  loan  money  has  gone  so  that 
we  find  the  Federal  Government  giving 
a  grant  of  30  percent  and  giving  their 
Housing  and  Home  Finance  Administra¬ 
tion  a  loan  program  for  the  balance  of 
the  money. 

This  puts  the  grant  program  in  proper 
focus.  I  say  to  you  the  additional  $25 
million  proposed  in  the  amendment  I 
have  offered  requiring  State -matching 
funds  in  1964  is  a  sound  approach,  and 
for  this  reason:  If  we  do  not  get  the 
States  into  this  program  on  a  State¬ 
matching  fund  money  basis,  then  I  do 
not  think  this  program  on  a  longrun 
basis  can  ever  really  do  the  job  when  it 
comes  to  sewage  disposal  treatment  plant 
construction. 

The  matching  of  an  additional  $25 
million  annually  and  authorization  for 
Federal  grants  will  have  the  same  result 
that  the  majority  wants  in  the  bill  to 
provide  $100  million  for  the  program, 
after  June  of  1964,  with  the  States  ac¬ 
cepting  their  responsibility  for  an  in¬ 
creased  amount.  The  requirement  of 
the  States  matching  of  additional  au¬ 
thorizations  would  result  in  more  effec¬ 
tive  screening  of  the  project  applications 
since  the  State  would  have  a  financial 
interest.  The  State  under  such  a  match¬ 
ing  arrangement  would  want  to  confine 
its  grants  to  projects  of  outstanding 
merit  most  urgently  needed  to  handle 
the  real  water  pollution  problem  if  they 
had  to  match  the  money.  Cooperation 
by  the  State  with  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  greatly  strengthen  the 
water  pollution  control  program.  Like¬ 
wise,  it  would  mean — and  please  listen 
to  this — it  would  actually  mean  more 
money  would  go  to  the  local  communi¬ 
ties.  It  would  mean  additional  match¬ 
ing  funds.  State  and  local,  on  a  per¬ 
centage  basis  would  go  to  local  com¬ 
munities.  It  would  mean  the  States 
would  be  able  to  put  up  additional 
matching  funds  and  the  local  communi¬ 
ties  themselves  would  be  able  to  put  up 
less  than  the  present  maximum  require¬ 
ment  of  approximately  70  percent. 

So  what  you  would  be  doing  through 
State  participation  is  encouraging  the 
State-  to  go  forward  with  even  greater 
Federal-State  matching  funds.  So  this 
would  have  the  effect  of  providing  up 
to  40  percent  of  State-Federal  money 
as  compared  to  30  percent  Federal 
money  today  to  the  local  communities. 

To  those  who  wish  to  see  this  pro¬ 
gram  go  forward,  this  will  give  the 
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State  more  effective  participation  in  the 
water  pollution  control  program.  That 
is  what  the  fight  is  between  the  minority 
and  the  majority  today  on  this  bill.  We 
all  want  and,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
of  course,  I  want  water  pollution  control. 
We  want  adequate  control  of  water  pol¬ 
lution.  We  want  adequate  funds  in  the 
bill.  We  want  the  States  to  be  proper 
partners  in  the  program  and  not  have 
the  Federal  Government  exclusively  ac¬ 
cept  the  responsibility.  My  amendment 
will  accomplish  it. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  is  a  repe¬ 
tition  of  the  previous  amendment  which 
was  considered  and  which  was  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  last  50  years 
this  Congress  has  considered  over  100 
bills  dealing  with  the  pollution  problem, 
but  it  was  not  until  1948  that  we  passed 
a  bill  that  specifically  dealt  with  the 
water  pollution  problem,  the  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act  of  1948.  That  bill 
did  not  contain  a  grant  section.  It  was 
passed  with  the  expectation  that  there 
would  be  great  gain  from  its  operation 
over  the  ensuing  10  years,  that  disclo¬ 
sures  would  be  made  as  to  whether  or 
not  cooperative  action  with  the  States 
would  be  satisfying  in  dealing  with  the 
problem  realistically.  Eight  years 
passed  and  there  were  no  accomplish¬ 
ments  and  there  were  no  gains  made 
under  the  Antipollution  Act  of  1948.  But 
in  1956  an  act  was  passed  providing  for 
grants,  and  it  has  been  one  of  the  most 
successful  water  acts  ever  passed  by  the 
Congress.  It  has  been  received  and  ac¬ 
corded  applause  in  every  State  of  the 
Union  as  demonstrated  by  the  fact  that 
almost  every  State  has  participated  to 
the  maximum  extent  of  allotments  avail¬ 
able. 

So  if  we  are  to  achieve  greater  success 
and  attain  the  ends  we  seek  in  this  bill 
we  must  increase  the  minimum  require¬ 
ments. 

I  hope  the  committee  will  not  accept 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  I  would  like  to  congratulate 
the  committee,  both  the  majority  and 
minority  members,  on  the  hard  work 
which  has  been  put  in  on  a  most  im¬ 
portant  and  difficult  subject.  I  have 
been  very  active  in  my  own  State  on 
water  affairs,  having  been  a  member  of 
the  water  committee  of  the  State  legis¬ 
lature  for  4  years,  having  sponsored  re¬ 
search  studies  on  methods  of  replenish¬ 
ing  underground  waters  without  con¬ 
tamination,  and  having  sponsored  and 
helped  to  push  through  a  metropolitan 
sewage-disposal  district  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  service  for  a  great  number  of  mu¬ 
nicipalities  in  the  Denver  metropolitan 
area.  I  am,  therefore,  aware  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  measure  and  aware  of 
the  local  efforts  which  have  been  made 
by  many  areas  to  solve  the  problem  of 
waste  disposal. 


I  suggested  to  the  water  conference 
held  in  Washington,  D.C.,  in  December 
1960  that  consideration  be  given  to  the 
enactment  of  a  uniform  law  containing 
provisions  which  would  standardize  pol¬ 
lution  criteria  and  enforcement  of  anti¬ 
pollution  measures.  I  feel  that  Federal 
aid  should  be  conditioned  on  a  State 
adopting  such  law.  Unfortunately,  how¬ 
ever,  no  such  law  has  yet  been  completed, 
and,  hence,  this  type  of  approach  is  not 
now  feasible. 

It  is  my  own  feeling  that  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  in  local  sewage-disposal  dis¬ 
tricts  must  at  least  be  conducted  on  a 
partnership  basis  with  the  States  in¬ 
volved  so  that  there  will  be  a  true  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  partnership,  with 
the  costs  shared  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  responsibilities.  Without  this, 
it  seems  to  me  that,  instead  of  providing 
an  incentive  for  action  by  local  commu¬ 
nities  to  accept  obligation  for  local  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  we  will  be  inserting  the 
Federal  jurisdiction  into  local  affars.  I 
earnestly  request,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee,  that  for  these 
reasons  you  consider  favorably  the  pro¬ 
posal  advanced  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  under  which  State  participa¬ 
tion  in  these  projects  would  be  required. 
This  proposal  is  not  extreme,  as  it  gives 
ample  time  for  the  States  to  take  action 
to  provide  such  assistance. 

If  we  are  to  retain  our  system  of 
sharing  responsibilities  between  govern¬ 
mental  levels,  we  should  not  at  the  same 
time  take  away  responsibility  from  the 
basic  element  of  our  Government — the 
States — and  transfer  it  to  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

(Mr.  DOMINICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cramer)  there 
were — ayes  69,  noes  138. 

So  the  amendments  were  rejected. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  On 
page  8,  line  10,  after  “of”  insert  “inter¬ 
state”. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
take  only  so  much  time  as  I  think  is  ab¬ 
solutely  essential  to  explain  the  purposes 
and  the  reasons  for  the  amendment  I 
have  offered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  this  discussion 
we  have  heard  quotations  of  Solomon 
and  quotations  of  proposals  by  Senator 
Taft.  But  I  would  venture  to  say  if 
Solomon  were  considering  this  question 
his  position  would  be  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  limited  powers  and 


States  have  responsibilities  and  authori¬ 
ties  that  should  be  protected,  and  that  an 
all-powerful  Federal  Government  is  not 
a  proper  approach  in  a  representative 
form  of  government  in  a  republic,  as  we 
have  in  this  country. 

That  is  the  fundamental  issue  in¬ 
volved  in  this  particular  amendment. 
I  venture  to  say  further  if  Senator  Taft 
were  present,  and  I  venture  to  say  any 
proposition  made  by  him  would  not  be 
one  that  would  include  the  Federal 
Government  taking  over  jurisdiction 
from  the  States  so  far  as  water  pollu¬ 
tion  is  concerned  over  intrastate  waters, 
waters  flowing  within  the  boundaries  of 
States,  waters  flowing  within  the  States 
to  coastal  waters,  which  are  of  course 
the  vast  majority  of  the  shorter  streams 
throughout  the  country.  The  larger  in¬ 
terstate  streams  are  largely  covered  by 
present  legislation  and  would  be  covered 
by  the  bill  before  us;  adding  the  Great 
Lakes  and  streams  forming  State 
boundaries. 

I  say  to  you  it  is  a  crucial  question  of 
Federal  responsibility,  a  crucial  question 
of  policy  which  this  Congress  must  de¬ 
cide,  and  I  think  by  implication  involves 
the  basic  constitutional  concept  of  sep¬ 
aration  of  powers  as  between  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  suggested 
that  because  I  take  the  position  the 
States  should  retain  jurisdiction,  and 
by  retaining  jurisdiction  I  mean  over  in¬ 
trastate  waters,  I  am  for  some  unknown 
reason  supporting  some  polluters.  This 
is  absolutely  false.  No  one  has  been  a 
stronger  supporter  of  Public  Law  660, 
having  sponsored  the  bill  myself,  or  of 
needed  amendments  to  this  bill  than 
myself.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  if  my 
amendment  is  adopted,  I  will  support 
the  bill.  The  result  of  it  as  so  amended 
would  be  that  you  would  have  stronger 
water  pollution  control  throughout  this 
country  because  you  would  have  the 
States  retaining  intrastate  jurisdiction, 
and  in  so  retaining  jurisdiction  accept¬ 
ing  responsibility  and  going  in  and  doing 
the  job  themselves  on  their  own  intra¬ 
state  streams  and  working  conjunctively 
with  the  Federal  Government  where  it 
properly  has  jurisdiction  on  interstate 
streams.  My  objective  is  to  strengthen 
water  pollution  control  by  strengthening 
the  hands  of  the  States,  by  retaining  in 
them  residual  jurisdiction,  which  means 
this  will  help  them  in  beefing  up  their 
water  pollution  programs.  They  can 
only  be  encouraged  to  do  so  if  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  does  not  sap  up  all  of 
the  jurisdiction.  That  is  what  this  fight 
is  about,  that  is  what  the  difference  of 
opinion  is.  It  is  a  very  deepseated  feel¬ 
ing,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

I  believe  that  the  States  have  certain 
rights  and  likewise  they  have  certain 
responsibilities.  Nothing  has  been 
shown  to  indicate  that  the  States  have 
not  been  accepting  that  responsibility. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  has  been  shown 
that  States  have  been  coming  in  with 
stronger  antipollution  laws  because  they 
have  jurisdiction  over  these  intrastate 
streams.  Now  we  are  going  to  dis¬ 
courage  them  from  doing  that  job  by 
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taking  away  from  them  exclusive  intra¬ 
state  jurisdiction  which  they  now  have. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  important 
that  the  significance  of  this  proposal  be 
understood,  in  view  of  what  the  present 
law  is  and  what  this  bill  proposes  in  the 
way  of  enforcement  provisions. 

Let  me  say  I  am  wholeheartedly  in 
favor  of  strengthening  the  enforcement 
provisions  that  relate  to  proper  Federal 
interstate  stream  jurisdiction.  I  am 
wholeheartedly  in  support  of  strength¬ 
ening  the  water  pollution  control  arm  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  cooperation 
with  the  States  as  it  relates  to  interstate 
waters,  which  is  a  proper  Federal  func¬ 
tion.  I  am  not  in  favor  of  going  beyond 
that  to  include  intrastate  waters,  a  prop¬ 
er  State  function. 

Where  did  this  idea  come  from? 
Again,  it  is  not  necessarily  only  mine. 
It  came  from  the  previous  administra¬ 
tion  in  its  recommendations  to  Congress 
in  the  last  session.  What  did  the  ad¬ 
ministration  say  at  that  time  with  regard 
to  this  very  same  question,  realizing,  of 
course,  that  today  the  only  jurisdiction 
the  Federal  Government  has  under  pres¬ 
ent  law  is  over  interstate*  waters? 

So,  the  question  is,  Do  we  want  to 
broaden  that  jurisdiction  to  include 
practically  every  shallow  stream  in 
America?  That  is  the  question  in  my 
mind.  Do  we  want  to  include  every 
stream  that  can  float  a  log?  That  is 
what  it  amounts  to,  even  though  it  has 
nothing  to  do  with  interstate  commerce 
whatsoever,  let  alone  intrastate  com¬ 
merce,  in  fact,  when  it  comes  to  actually 
using  the  stream  for  navigation. 

So,  here  is  what  the  previous  adminis¬ 
tration  recommended: 

The  first  recommendation  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  section  8  would  make  these  pro¬ 
cedures  available  also  whenever  there  is  pol¬ 
lution  affecting  the  legitimate  uses  of  the 
waters  of  any  navigable  interstate  stream, 
whether  or  not  there  is  interstate  pollution. 

And,  we  go  along  with  that.  We  ac¬ 
cept  that  proposal. 

Federal  jurisdiction  in  this  kind  of  pollu¬ 
tion  situation,  however,  would  be  exercised 
only  upon  request  by  the  State,  and  then 
only  when  the  interference  with  legitimate 
uses  is  judged  to  be  of  sufficient  significance 
to  require  the  initiation  of  enforcement  pro¬ 
cedures.  Such  an  extension  of  Federal  au¬ 
thority  could  serve  to  improve  serious  pol¬ 
lution  situations  which  are  also  of  great 
national  importance  although  not  endanger¬ 
ing  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a 
State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge 
originates.  Inclusion  of  navigable  interstate 
waters  within  the  scope  of  the  water  pollu¬ 
tion  enforcement  procedures  is  consistent 
with  constitutional  authority  over  these 
waterways. 

So,  this  is  consistent  with  the  previous 
administration’s  program  of  jurisdiction 
only  over  interstate  waters  but  includ¬ 
ing  intrastate  pollution  on  those  waters 
if  such  exists.  So,  we  go  along  with 
that  extension,  but  we  do  not  go  along 
with  the  extension  of  including  intra¬ 
state  waters  within  Federal  jurisdiction, 
and  I  think  for  many,  many  sound  rea¬ 
sons:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  proposal 
is  consistent  with  the  broad  recom¬ 
mendations  suggested  by  Senator  Kerr’s 
special  committee  in  the  other  body.  It 
is  consistent  with  the  position  of  the 


distinguished  Senator,  who  is  an  author¬ 
ity  on  this  subject  in  regard  to  enforce¬ 
ment,  in  that  the  bill  he  introduced  car¬ 
ried  in  the  first  place  a  $75  million  figure, 
which  was  just  defeated  by  the  House, 
but  also  did  not  include  additional  law 
enforcement  provisions,  because  he  ap¬ 
parently  felt  they  were  adequate  today. 

You  have  to  realize  that  if  this  is  in¬ 
cluded,  you  are  discouraging  not  only 
the_  individual  States,  but  look  at  all 
these  compact  States,  these  river  basin 
States.  Many  of  them  in  these  areas 
joined  together  to  lick  this  problem 
themselves.  I  say  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  taking  over  the  enforcement 
authority  is  going  to  destroy  and  not 
build  up  that  concept  which  is  so  essen¬ 
tial  for  the  control  of  a  proper  water 
supply  in  the  future  as  pointed  out  in 
the  Kerr  committee  report.  Unless  we 
adopt  this  amendment,  the  result  is  that 
we  are  going  backwards  instead  of  for¬ 
wards  in  carrying  on  a  very  essential 
program  between  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government,  and  believe  you  me, 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  that  is  the 
only  way  we  can  ever  have  a  strong 
program.  You  cannot  do  it  by  weaken¬ 
ing  the  States.  Not  only  do  you  take 
in  intrastate  jurisdiction,  but  the  States 
have  nothing  to  say,  as  they  do  under 
present  law,  about  the  form  of  the  order 
issued  by  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary 
does  not  have  to  consult  them  when 
he  makes  the  order.  Also,  when  he  goes 
to  court  to  get  an  order  enforced,  he 
does  not  have  to  consult  with  the  States, 
as  he  does  under  present  law.  That  is 
why  we  are  concerned  about  extending 
this  Federal  jurisdiction,  because  the  en¬ 
forcement  sections  are  being  so  broad¬ 
ened  and  the  States  left  out  of  the  pic¬ 
ture,  in  the  final  stages,  and  therefore 
the  intrastate  feature  should  be  excluded 
from  the  bill. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
going  to  ask  just  which  bodies  of  water 
the  gentleman  would  bring  in  and  just 
which  bodies  of  water  he  would  leave 
out  by  the  inclusion  of  this  word  which 
he  suggests  for  insertion.  I  recall  yester¬ 
day  in  the  Committee  on  Rules  when  a 
group  of  us  from  the  committee  ap¬ 
peared  the  illustration  was  given  of  the 
Rappahannock  and  if  I  recall  properly 
the  gentleman’s  definition,  he  said  the 
Rappahannock  would  still  be  in. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer] 
has  expired. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  ask£d  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  believe  he  said  at 
that  time  that  under  his  proposed  defini¬ 
tion  the  Rappahannock  would  still  be  in; 
is  that  correct  or  incorrect? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  think  the  gentleman 
has  made  a  good  point  and  I  am  glad  he 
has  given  me  the  opportunity  to  em¬ 
phasize  this.  If  he  will  look  at  page  16, 
line  7,  he  will  find  the  definition  of  inter¬ 
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state  waters.  It  is  agreed  by  the  minor¬ 
ity  and  the  majority  that  the  proper 
definition  of  that  term  is,  as  it  affects 
coastal  streams — that  is,  streams  flowing 
from  within  a  State  to  the  coast — the 
proper  definition  would  mean  that  those 
would  be  excluded  by  my  amendment. 
It  is  intended  for  them  to  be  intrastate 
streams  in  the  future  as  they  have  been 
in  the  past,  and  therefore  the  determi¬ 
nation  of  interstate  waters  does  not  in¬ 
clude  streams  that  flow  from  within  a 
State,  not  across  State  boundaries  to 
the  coast.  Those  would  be  excluded  by 
my  amendment  and  properly  so,  because 
in  the  past  they  were. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer] 
has  again  expired.  ' 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
can  agree  with  just  about  one  statement 
which  has  been  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer],  and  that  is 
his  statement  that  this  is  a  significant 
amendment.  There  is  no  question  about 
it.  If  you  want  to  take  the  innards  out 
of  this  bill,  if  you  want  to  emasculate  its 
operation,  if  you  ivant  to  take  out  of  its 
scope  about  85  percent  of  the  waters  of 
the  United  States,  then  adopt  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida.  If  you  agree  with  him  that  pol¬ 
lution  is  a  uniquely  local  problem,  you 
should  vote  with  him.  If,  instead,  you 
believe  that  the  laws  of  gravity  operate 
in  our  streams  and  on  our  waters  and 
that  pollution,  once  deposited  in  a 
stream,  moves  downstream,  just  as 
everything  else  does,  and  pollutes  the 
people  downstream,  then  you  will  say 
that  it  is  not  a  uniquely  local  problem 
and  we  want  to  see  all  navigable  waters 
in  the  United  States  covered  by  this 
program. 

What  are  some  of  the  shallow  waters 
that  the  gentleman  says  he  wants  to  keep 
out  of  this  program?  He  says  he  wants 
to  see  that  we  do  not  affect  these  shal¬ 
low  streams.  Let  me  name  of  few  of 
them  that  would  be  excluded  under  his 
amendment  if  it  is  adopted.  You  will 
find  them  on  page  8  of  the  report.  They 
are,  the  greater  part  of  the  Great  Lakes 
and  their  tributaries,  the  coastal  waters 
of  the  Nation  in  their  entirety,  the  De¬ 
troit  River,  most  of  the  rivers  and 
streams  of  Florida,  all  rivers,  streams, 
lakes,  and  coastal  waters  of  Alaska*!  Ha¬ 
waii,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  and  Puerto 
Rico;  interntional  boundary  streams 
such  as  the  St.  Lawrence,  Niagara,  lower 
Colorado,  and  Rio  Grande  Rivers. 
These  are  some  of  the  shallow  streams 
that  the  gentleman  from  Florida  says 
represent  uniquely  local  problems,  purely 
intrastate  problems,  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  not  be  concerned 
about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  want  to  see  an 
effective  program  that  covers  the  26,000 
bodies  of  water  in  the  United  States, 
that  deals  with  the  problem  upon  a 
national  basis,  that  treats  fairly  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  50  States,  you  will  vote  against 
his  amendment.  The  gentleman  would 
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give  to  the  people  of  Alaska  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  in  this  program. 
He  would  give  to  the  people  of  Hawaii 
no  opportunity  to  take  part  in  it  and 
be  protected  by  it.  He  would  limit  it  only 
to  completely  interstate  situations  in¬ 
volving  navigable  streams.  Only  there 
could  this  program  be  invoked. 

We  say  let  us  take  the  standard  of 
navigable  streams  or  navigable  waters. 
Ever  since  1865  when  the  Supreme  Court 
spoke  clearly  on  this  subject  it  has  been 
established  that  the  Federal  Government 
has  undisputed  responsibility  for  naviga¬ 
ble  waters,  not  limited  to  navigation 
matters.  We  propose  to  take  this  long¬ 
standing  principle  and  say  we  are  going 
to  take  care  of  the  problem  of  pollution 
on  these  navigable  waters  wherever  we 
find  them  in  the  United  States  There 
is  nothing  radical  or  revolutionary  about 
this.  It  is  facing  up  to  the  problem  and 
facing  up  to  it  on  a  national  basis.  I 
say  let  us  defeat  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  and  do 
a  national  job  on  a  national  problem. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  We  both  want  to  cure 
the  problem  of  water  pollution.  With 
regard  to  the  problem  as  to  whether 
the  Great  Lakes  are  included  in  my 
amendment,  the  Great  Lakes  will  not 
be  taken  out  nor  will  any  river  forming 
any  boundary  between  any  two  States, 
or  coastal  waters,  which  are  excluded 
under  present  law,  so  the  only  thing  ex¬ 
cluded  under  my  proposal  would  be 
streams  flowing  within  the  State  that 
do  not  form  part  of  the  boundary  be¬ 
tween  two  States,  which  is  true  under 
present  law  covering  streams  which  flow 
into  certain  waters.  Alaska  would  be 
included  because  of  its  border  with  Can¬ 
ada.  I  am  afraid  the  gentleman  does 
not  understand  the  amendment  or  its 
effect 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  decline  to 
yield  further  to  the  gentleman.  The 
gentleman  has  completely  misstated  and 
misrepresented  the  amendment,  I  am 
sure  unintentionally.  It  is  quite  clear 
to  us  from  a  reading  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  that  it  would 
severely  restrict  the  scope  of  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chair-man,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  the  rec¬ 
ord  to  be  made  clear  that  there  are  those 
of  us  who  have  been  engaged  in  this 
whole  matter  for  quite  some  time  and 
there  is  no  question  in  our  minds  what 
this  amendment  will  do.  What  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  doing  is  trying  to  get  this  pro¬ 
gram  down  to  the  level  of  the  weakest 
link,  trying  to  have  it  operate  on  the 
lowest  level.  His  amendment  would 
only  do  this,  that  the  enforcement  sec¬ 
tion  of  this  bill  would  apply  to  only 
about  4,000  bodies  of  water  out  of  the 
26,000  where  this  program  is  of  impor¬ 
tance. 

I  should  like  to  refresh  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  recollection,  that  at  the  1960  Re¬ 
publican  Convention  when  they  adopted 


the  platform,  in  the  section  devoted  to 
human  needs  and  the  subsection  under 
the  heading  of  health,  they  announced 
this  pledge,  that  they  are  for  strength¬ 
ening  Federal  enforcement  powers  in 
abating  pollution.  I  say  the  gentleman’s 
proposal  would  weaken  this.  I  hope  the 
amendment  is  defeated.  All  it  does  is 
either  constrict  or  restrict  or  obstruct  or 
destruct.  That  is  about  all  I  can  think 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  would  do. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  With  regard  to  the 
streams  that  would  be  included  under 
this  amendment,  are  not  my  remarks 
correct  that  the  Great  Lakes  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  included  and  that  streams 
on  boundaries  would  be  added?  There 
is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  would  restrict  it  so  that  80 
percent  of  the  waters  would  not  be 
touched  by  enforcement.  The  gentle¬ 
man  gives  the  wrong  impression.  He 
says  interstate  streams  would  be  subject 
to  enforcement.  You  take  the  Missouri 
River,  the  shallows  of  the  Missouri. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  It  crosses  the  State 
boundary;  does  it  not? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  Missouri  is  defi¬ 
nitely  an  interstate  stream  and  can  be 
polluted  from  here  to  Kingdom  Come  on 
an  intrastate  basis,  and  there  is  nothing 
here  in  the  enforcement  section  of  exist¬ 
ing  law  that  can  cause  it  to  cease  and 
desist  unless  you  go  downstream  and 
prove  that  it  came  from  a  certain  af¬ 
fluent. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  There  is  nothing  un¬ 
der  my  amendment  which  would  prevent 
it  from  being  done  or  to  delete  it;  is 
there? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Your  amendment 
actually  would  prevent  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  It  would  not  prevent 
it.  It  would  permit  enforcement  on  in¬ 
terstate  streams  and  does  not  change  the 
present  situation  when  it  comes  to  in¬ 
trastate  pollution.  The  gentleman 
knows  that.  It  is  specifically  stated  in 
my  amendment,  and  I  so  state  it  on  the 
floor,  and  if  the  gentleman  will  examine 
this  language  in  the  present  bill,  he  will 
see  that  that  is  true. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment,  but  actually  I  rise  to 
clear  up  one  point  which  I  have  already 
discussed  to  a  limited  extent.  Of  course, 
the  committee  knows  I  have  always  fa¬ 
vored  doing  away  with  stream  pollution, 
but  on  page  25  of  the  report,  I  read  this 
language : 

Thus,  for  all  practical  purposes,  the  new 
Federal  enforcement  provisions  apply  to  all 
waters  in  every  State. 

I  have  an  inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman,  from 
a  large  plant  which  employs  several 
thousand  people.  These  people  do  use 
some  chemicals  and  over  the  years  they 
have  developed  at  their  own  expense  a 
lake  or  body  of  water  which  has  been 
used  largely  for  their  own  purposes  and 


to  discharge  some  of  the  chemical  wastes 
from  that  plant.  It  so  happens  that  a 
portion  of  that  water  is  located  in  Louisi¬ 
ana  and  part  of  it  is  in  the  State  of 
Arkansas.  I  want  to  ask  the  gentleman 
this  question:  These  people  are  disturbed 
about  this  bill.  Is  there  anything  in  this 
bill  that  would  make  their  situation 
worse  than  it  is  under  the  present  law, 
and  do  they  have  any  means  of  protect¬ 
ing  themselves  in  a  case  of  this  sort 
where  the  work  has  been  done  at  their 
own  expense  and  with  the  tacit  consent 
of  the  local  people  in  the  development 
of  a  waterway  for  one  particular  pur¬ 
pose,  which  is  for  the  discharge  of 
chemical  wastes. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  answer 
to  the  gentleman’s  inquiry  is  “No” — 
there  is  nothing  in  this  bill  that  affects 
the  siutation  you  have  just  described. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  The  fact 
that  you  have  this  statement  in  the  re¬ 
port  here  that  this  covers  all  waters  in 
every  State  would  not  necessarily  cover 
their  body  of  water;  would  it? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  They  are 
covered  in  the  1956  act  which,  of  coux-se, 
has  been  in  operation  since  its  enact¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  There  is 
nothing  then  in  this  bill  that  would  make 
conditions  any  more  rigorous  against 
that  company? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  No,  there  is 
not. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  in  answer  to  his  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  and  I  have  a  little  differ¬ 
ent  opinion  as  to  what  the  effect  would 
be.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  the  State’s 
authority  in  joining  with  the  Federal 
Government  in  cleaning  up  this  par¬ 
ticular  stream  would  find  that  they  would 
be  substantially  limited  and  restricted  as 
compared  to  the  situation  under  the 
present  law.  Assuming  that  it  is  an 
intrastate  stream,  the  State  would  have 
nothing  to  say — and  I  will  repeat  it  over 
and  over  again — the  State  would  have 
nothing  to  say  as  to  what  kind  of  order 
the  Secretary  would  issue  ordering  the 
local  community  to  clean  it  up.  The 
State  has  nothing  to  say  if  the  local 
community  refuses  to  obey  the  order  as 
to  whether  the  Federal  Government  shall 
go  to  the  court  and  force  it  to  carry  out 
that  order  as  they  do  under  the  pi-esent 
law,  and  I  challenge  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  to  dispute  that  statement. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  My  un¬ 
derstanding  has  been  that  under  the 
present  law  the  State  is  in  the  same 
position  as  it  would  be  under  this  bill. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  And  I  have  explained 
why  that  would  not  be  the  case. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to 
my  distinguished  friend  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  statement  of 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  that  the 
States  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  pro- 
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cedures  under  this  revised  bill  is  abso¬ 
lutely  incorrect.  The  States  participate 
in  initiating  the  case;  the  States  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  hearing  boards;  they 
name  a  member  of  the  hearing  board 
which  makes  the  recommendation  on 
which  the  Secretary  acts.  So  it  is  an 
absolutely  inaccurate  statement  to  make 
in  this  House. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Would  I 
be  correct  in  saying  that  this  particular 
plant  would  be  just  as  well  protected 
under  this  bill  as  it  is  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Yes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cramer) 
there  were — ayes  70,  nays  151. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee  having  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  the  bill  (H.R.  6441)  to  amend 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
to  provide  for  a  more  effective  program 
of  water  pollution,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  274,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House  with  sundry  amendments 
adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of 
the  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  3935)  entitled  “An  act  to  amend 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  to  provide  coverage  for  em¬ 
ployees  of  large  enterprises  engaged  in 
retail  trade  or  service  and  of  other  em¬ 
ployers  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the 
production  of  goods  for  commerce,  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage  under  the 
act  to  $1.25  an  hour,  and  for  other  pury 
poses. 

FAIR  LABOR  STANDARDS 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Speaker/^  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  th/bill  (H.R. 
3935)  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  provide 
coverage  for  employees  Al  large  enter¬ 
prises  engaged  in  retairtrade  or  service 
and  of  other  employe/3  engaged  in  com¬ 
merce  or  in  the  production  of  goods  for 
commerce,  to  increase  the  minimum 
wage  under  the/act  to  $1.25  an  hour, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  May  2 
1961.) 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  25,  Mr.  Roose¬ 
velt,  Mr.  Dent,  Mr.  Kearns,  Mr.  Ayres 
and  I,  as  the  conferees  designated  by 
the  Speaker  on  HR.  3935,  met  with  the 
nine  Members  of  the  other  body  who 
were  similarly  designated.  Before  us 
was  the  task  of  reconciling  the  differ¬ 
ences  which  appeared  in  the  measures 
adopted  in  the  House  and  in  the  Senate. 

During  the  course  of  the  conference, 
the  House  managers  were  always  sensi¬ 
tive  to  the  views  expressed  by  Members 
of  this  body  during  our  full  debate  on 
H.R.  3935.  In  fact,  the  conference  al¬ 
most  foundered  because  of  the  adamancy 
of  our  views  on  several  matters.  The 
Senate  conferees  were  determined  to  pre¬ 
serve  coverage  of  the  laundry  industry, 
as  they  had  proposed  in  their  bill.  The 
special  provisions  with  regard  to  shade- 
k  grown  tobacco,  cotton  ginning,  and 
ransporting  fruits  and  vegetables  to 
irket  could  have  been  lost  if  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  many  of  the  conferees  were, 
followed.  No  one  who  fully  participate^ 
in  allVf  our  deliberations  can  factuqiiy 
refute  this  statement. 

We  weSe  particularly  sensitive  t6  the 
views  expressed  by  Members  of  this  body 
with  regard  No  the  treatment At  newly 
covered  employees.  We  knevr  that  the 
imposition  of  a\new  wage  standard  and 
overtime  requirements  within  a  short 
period  of  time,  as  provided  in  the  Senate 
bill,  would  be  contrarv/to  the  views  ex¬ 
pressed  in  this  Chamber  by  many  Mem¬ 
bers.  For  that  reason  Realistically  long 
period  of  adjustment  foi\both  the  wage 
and  hour  requirements  wVe  demanded 
of  the  Senate  conferees  and  obey  acceded 
in  the  confe/ence  report  before  you. 
You  will  note  that  a  $1  minimum  wage 
is  required/for  the  first  3  yearsVnd  no 
overtime/ requirement  until  the\third 
year. 

Mindful  of  the  constitutional  question 
raised  by  certain  House  Members,  we  be 
lit/e  that  a  minimum  of  $250,000  goods'^ 
mm  out  of  the  State  per  store  and  a 
>1  million  sales  test  per  chain  repre¬ 
sents  a  policy  determination  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  which  draws  an  equitable  line  be¬ 
tween  large  enterprises  and  small  ones, 
without  discrimination  against  smaller 
operations  due.  to  the  chance  location  of 
their  branches  in  two  or  more  States. 

Those  who  will  speak  in  opposition  to 
this  report,  will  attempt  to  discredit  the 
labors  of  your  conferees  by  implying 
that  there  was  an  overwhelming  eager¬ 
ness  on  the  part  of  the  House  Managers 
to  recede  in  favor  of  the  bill  adopted  by 
the  Senate.  I  will  just  note  at  this  point 
that  on  a  vast  majority  of  the  substan¬ 
tive  provisions  of  the  bills  before  the 
conferees,  all  of  the  House  and  Senate 
conferees.  Democrat  and  Republican 
alike,  voted  unanimously  21  times  to 
adopt  the  language.  On  items  in  dis¬ 
pute,  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  had 
to  recede  an  equal  number  of  times  or 
only  six  each.  This  subject  will  be  dis¬ 
cussed  in  greater  detail  by  Congressman 
Roosevelt.  Never  during  the  conference 


did  the  sponsor  of  the  substitute  measure 
that  passed  the  House  attempt  to  per¬ 
suade  the  conferees  that  the  provisions, 
of  the  measure  which  he  cosponsore 
deserved  consideration  and  support. 

The  conference  report  now  before 
you  simply  seeks  to  match  the  protec¬ 
tions  afforded  by  the  Congress  in  1938 
in  the  original  act  with  the  denumds  and 
needs  of  the  1960’s.  The  report  on  which 
you  are  going  to  vote  contains  many  of 
the  concepts  and  features  recommended 
to  this  Congress  by  the  president,  and  I 
believe  that  it  has  his  /Wholehearted  en¬ 
dorsement  and  support.  It  is  a  mod¬ 
erate  bill.  It  is  a  modest  .bill.  It  is  a 
step  forward  in  providing  minimum  liv¬ 
ing  standards  arut  decent  working  hours 
for  less  fortunate  breadwinners  who 
cannot  achieve  these  standards  through 
their  own  efforts. 

President  Kennedy,  as  a  Senator  in 
the  86th  Cfongress,  said,  “Conscience  and 
good  business  sense  join  in  demanding 
the  enactment  of  this  measure.”  He 
was /freaking  of  the  need  for  new  wage- 
hour  legislation  last  year.  A  majority 
</your  conferees  endorse  this  statement 
ind  stress  its  import  and  timeliness  this 
year.  We  urge  you  to  support  this  con¬ 
ference  report  which  we  have  presented. 

I  shall  have  further  remarks  at  the 
conclusion  of  this  1  hour  of  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Kearns],  the  distin¬ 
guished  minority  member  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

Mr.  KEARNS.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  HalleckL 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
it  ought  to  be  understood  first  of  all  that 
the  matter  we  are  here  discussing  has 
been  before  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  from  time  to  time  in  past  years. 
At  the  outset  I  want  to  say,  so  that  we 
shall  not  subsequently  hear  something 
different,  that  I  have  supported  these 
increases  in  minimum  wages  and  exten¬ 
sions  of  coverage  through  the  years, 
is  have,  I  would  say,  most  of  the  Mem¬ 
o’s  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

jst  year,  on  the  recommendation  of 
President  Eisenhower  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor,  we  adopted  here  after 
considerable  controversy,  a  bill  providing 
for  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  of 
15  cents  Rd  holding  fast  to  the  inter¬ 
state  commerce  concept  in  respect  to 
coverage.  Wo.  voted  for  that  bill.  The 
other  body  passed  a  different  bill  and 
the  bill  died  in  conference. 

This  year  the  committee  reported  an¬ 
other  bill.  It  proviRl  for  a  15-cent  in¬ 
crease  immediately  \nd  going  to  25 
cents  2  years  and  4  months  later,  known 
as  the  escalator  clause,  \hich,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  is  the  administration  pro¬ 
posal.  Then  it  substituted  fSr  the  inter¬ 
state-commerce  concept,  in  which  we  be¬ 
lieve,  the  dollar-volume  concept.  When 
that  finally  came  on  for  a  vote,  tnh  House 
here,  first  in  the  committee,  adopted  the 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Ayres],  and  then  when  Rhe 
vote  came  on  that  in  the  House  it  wa 
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existing  temporary  judges  permanent,  while 
the  House  only  made  three  such  judgeships 
permanent. 

\  In  the  conference  report  10  new  additional 
circuit  judges  are  created;  61  additional  per¬ 
manent  district  judgeships  are  created,  and 
2  additional  temporary  district  judgeships. 
Thus,  \3  new  judgeships  are  created  by  the 
conference  report.  In  addition,  the  report 
provides  Sor  the  making  permanent  of  four 
existing  tertaporary  district  judgeships. 
tEmanuel  Celler, 
fSrrER  w.  Rodino,  Jr., 

BvdPN  G.  Rogers, 

Lester  Holtzman, 

Harols  D.  Donohue, 

Herman.  Toll, 

WilliamNM.  McCulloch, 
Managers  on  th6\Part  of  the  House. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  BILL 

Mr.  TRIMBLE,  from  trae  Committee 
on  Rules,  reported  the  following  privi¬ 
leged  resolution  (H.  Res.  275/Rept.  No. 
343)  which  was  referred  to  tne  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  primed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  CommirVee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  tne 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.r' 
6713)  to  amend  certain  laws  relating  to 
Federal-aid  highways,  to  make  certain  ad¬ 
justments  in  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all  points 
of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to 
exceed  six  hours,  three  hours  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  and  three  hours  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  the  bill  shall 
be  considered  as  having  been  read  for 
amendment.  No  amendments  shall  be  in 
order  to  title  I  of  the  bill  except  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  direction  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  and  no  amendments  shall 
be  in  order  to  title  II  of  the  bill  except 
amendments  offered  by  direction  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  which  shall 
be  in  order  notwithstanding  any  rule  of  the 
House  to  the  contrary,  but  any  such  amend¬ 
ments  shall  not  be  subject  to  amendment. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of 
the  bill,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  mo¬ 
tion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CON¬ 
TROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  further  consideration  of  the 
bill  H.R.  6441,  which  the  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  by  title. 

The  Clerk  reported  the  title  of  the 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  amendment?  If  not,  the 
Chair  will  put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  am,  sir. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Cramer  moves  to  recommit  tbe  bill, 
H.R.  6441,  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
with  instructions  to  report  the  same  back  to 
the  House  with  the  following  amendments; 
One  page  6,  line  6,  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing;  “and  such  subsection  (b)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence: 

“  ‘If  the  total  of  all  appropriations,  made 
under  authority  of  this  section,  for  any  fis¬ 
cal  year  which  begins  after  June  30,  1964,  ex¬ 
ceed  $50,000,000,  no  grant  shall  be  made  for 
any  project  from  that  portion  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  in  excess  of  $50,000,000  which  is  al¬ 
located  to  any  State  unless  such  State  shall 
pay  toward  the  cost  of  such  project  an 
amount  equal  to  the  Federal  contribution 
made  to  such  project  from  such  amount  in 
excess  of  $50,000,000.’  ”;  and  on  page  7,  lines 
2  and  3,  strike  out  “$100,000,000’’  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “$75,000,000”,  and  on  line  4, 
strike  out  "$1,000,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$750,000,000”;  and  on  page  8,  line 
10,  after  "of”  insert  “interstate”. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  165,  nays  256,  not  voting  12, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  47] 

YEAS— 165 


Abbitt 

Devine 

MacGregor 

Adair 

Dole 

Mailliard 

Alexander 

Dominick 

Martin,  Mass. 

Alger 

Dorn 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Andersen, 

Dowdy 

Mason 

Minn. 

Downing 

Mathias 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Dulski 

May 

Arends 

Durno 

Meader 

Ashbrook 

Dwyer 

Michel 

Ashmore 

Ellsworth 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Auchincloss 

Fisher 

Minshall 

Avery 

Ford 

Moore 

Ayres 

Frelinghuysen 

Moorehead, 

Barry 

Garland 

Ohio 

Bass,  N.H. 

Glenn 

Morse 

Bates 

Goodell 

Mosher 

Battin 

Griffin 

Nelsen 

Becker 

Gross 

Norblad 

Beermann 

Gubser 

Nygaard 

Belcher 

Haley 

Osmers 

Bell 

Hall , 

Ostertag 

Berry 

Halleck 

Pelly 

Betts 

Harrison,  Va.  , 

Pillion 

Bolton 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Plrnie 

Bow 

Harsha 

Poff 

Bray 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Quie 

Bromwell 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Ray 

Brooks,  La. 

Hlestand 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Brown 

Hoeven 

Riehlman 

Broyhill 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Robison 

Bruce 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Rogers,  Tex. 

Burleson 

Horan 

Roudebush 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hosmer 

Rousselot 

Cahill 

Jensen 

St.  George 

Cederberg 

Johansen 

Schadeberg 

Chamberlain 

Jonas 

Schenck 

Chenoweth 

Judd 

Scherer 

Chtperfield 

Keith 

Schneebeli 

Church 

Kilburn 

Schweiker 

Clancy 

King,  N.Y. 

Schwengel 

Collier 

Kitchin 

Scranton 

Colmer 

Knox 

Short 

Cramer 

Laird 

Shriver 

Cunningham 

Langen 

Sibal 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Latta 

Smith,  Calif. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Lindsay 

Smith,  Va. 

Dague 

Lipscomb 

Springer 

Davis, 

McCulloch 

Taber 

James  C. 

McDonough 

Teague,  Calif. 

Derounian 

Mclntire 

Teague,  Tex. 

Derwinski 

McVey 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Tollefson 

Weaver 

Wldnall 

Tuck 

Weis 

Williams 

Utt 

Westland 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Van  Pelt 

Whalley 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Wallhauser 

Whitener 

NAYS— 256 

Younger 

Abernethy 

Granahan 

NlX 

Addabbo 

Grant 

Norrell 

Addonizlo 

Gray 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Albert 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Alford 

Griffiths 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Andrews 

Hagen,  Calif. 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

Anfuso 

Halpern 

O’Konskl 

Ashley 

Hansen 

Olsen 

Aspinall 

Harding 

O’Neill 

Bailey 

Hardy  , 

Patman 

Baker 

Harris 

Perkins 

Baldwin 

Hays 

Peterson 

Baring 

Healey 

Pfost 

Barrett 

Hebert 

Phllbin 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Hechler 

Pike 

Beckworth 

Hemphill 

Pilcher 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Henderson 

Poage 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Herlong 

Powell 

Blatnik 

Holifield 

Price 

Blitch 

Holland 

Pucinskl 

Boggs 

Holtzman 

Rabaut 

Boland 

Huddleston 

Rains 

Bolling 

Hull 

Randall 

Bonner 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Reifel 

Boykin 

Ikard,  Tex. 

Reuss 

Brademas 

Inouye 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Breeding 

Jarman 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Brewster 

Jennings 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Joelson 

Roberts 

Buckley 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Rodino 

Burke,  Ky. 

Johnson,  Md. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rooney 

Cannon 

Jones,  Mo. 

Roosevelt 

Carey 

Karsten 

Rostenkowski 

Casey 

Karth 

Rutherford 

Chelf 

Kastenmeier 

Ryan 

Clark 

Kee 

St.  Germain 

Coad 

Kelly 

Santangelo 

Cohelan 

Keogh 

Saund 

Conte 

Kilday 

Saylor 

Cook 

Kilgore 

Scott 

Cooley 

King,  Calif. 

Seely-Brown 

Corbett" 

King,  Utah 

Selden 

Corman 

Kirwan 

Shelley 

Curtin 

Kluczynski 

Sheppard 

Daddario 

Kornegay 

Shipley 

Daniels 

Kowalski 

Sikes 

Davis,  John  W. 

Kyi 

Sisk 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Landrum 

Slack 

Dawson 

Lane 

Smith,  Iowa 

Delaney 

Lankford 

Smith,  Miss. 

Dent 

Lennon 

Spence 

Denton 

Lesinski 

Stafford 

Diggs 

Llbonati 

Staggers 

Dlngell 

Loser 

Steed 

Donohue 

McCormack 

Stephens 

Dooley 

McDowell 

Stratton 

Doyle 

McFall 

Stubblefield 

Edmondson 

McMillan 

Sullivan 

Elliott 

Macdonald 

Taylor 

Everett 

Mack 

Thomas 

Evins 

Madden 

Thompson,  La. 

Fallon 

Magnuson 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Farbstein 

Mahon 

Thompson,  Tex, 

Fascell 

Marshall 

Thornberry 

Feighan 

Matthews 

Toll 

Fenton 

Merrow 

Trimble 

Finnegan 

Miller,  Clem 

Tupper 

Fino 

Miller, 

Ullman 

Flood 

George  P. 

Vanik 

Flynt 

Milliken 

Van  Zandt 

Fogarty 

Mills 

Vinson 

Forrester 

Moeller 

Walter 

Fountain  * 

Monagan 

Watts 

Frazier 

Montoya 

Wharton 

Friedel 

Moorehead,  Pa 

Whitten 

Fulton 

Morgan 

Wickersham 

Gallagher 

Morris 

Willis 

Garmatz 

Morrison 

Winstead 

Gary 

Moss 

Wright 

Gathings 

Moulder 

Yates 

Gavin 

Multer 

Young 

Giaimo 

Murphy 

Zablockl 

Gilbert 

Murray 

Zelenko 

Goodling 

Natcher 

NOT  VOTING- 

-12 

Broomfield 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Passman 

Celler 

Kearns 

Riley 

Findley 

McSween 

Siler 

Green,  Pa. 

Machrowicz 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs. 

Mr.  McSween  with  Mr.  Siler. 
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Mr.  Riley  with  Mr.  Kearns. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Broomfield. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr. 
Findley. 

Mr.  McDonough  changed  his  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
■were — yeas  307,  nays  110,  not  voting  16, 
as  follows ; 

|  Roll  No.  48) 

YEAS — 307 


Abernethy 

Fascell 

Lankford 

Addabbo 

Feighan 

Latta 

Addonizio 

Fenton 

Lennon 

Albert 

Finnegan 

Lesinski 

Alexander 

Fino 

Libonati 

Alford 

Flood 

Lindsay 

Andersen, 

Flynt 

Loser 

Minn. 

Fogarty 

McCormack 

Andrews 

Forrester 

McDowell 

Ashley 

Fountain 

McFall 

Aspinall 

Frazier 

McMillan 

Auchincloss 

Frelinghuysen 

McVey 

Bailey 

Friedel 

Macdonald 

Baker 

Fulton 

MacGregor 

Baldwin 

Gallagher 

Mack 

Baring 

Garland 

Madden 

Barrett 

Garmatz 

Magnuson 

Barry 

Gary 

Mahon 

Bass,  N.H. 

Gathings 

Mailliard 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Gavin 

Marshall 

Beckworth 

Giaimo 

Martin,  Mass. 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Gilbert 

Mathias 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Glenn 

Matthews 

Blatnik 

Goodling 

May 

Blitch 

Granahan 

Merrow 

Boggs 

Gray 

Miller,  Clem 

Boland 

Green,  Oreg. 

Miller, 

Bolling 

Griffin 

George  P. 

Bonner 

Griffiths 

Milliken 

Boykin 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Mills 

Brademas 

Haley 

MinshaU 

Bray 

Hall 

Moeller 

Breeding 

Halpern 

Monagan 

Brewster 

Hansen 

Montoya 

Brooks,  La. 

Hardy 

Moore 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Harris 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Buckley 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Morgan 

Burke,  Ky. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Morris 

Burke,  Mass. 

Hays 

Morrison 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Healey 

Morse 

Cahill 

Hebert 

Mosher 

Cannon 

Hechler 

Moss 

Carey 

Henderson 

Moulder 

Chamberlain 

Herlong 

Multer 

Chelf 

Holifield 

Murphy 

Chenoweth 

Holland 

Natcher 

Clark 

Holtzman 

Nelsen 

Coad 

Horan 

Nix 

Cohelan 

Hosmer 

Norblad 

Conte 

Huddleston 

Norrell 

Cook 

Hull 

Nygaard 

Cooley 

Ichord,  Mo. 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Corbett 

Ikard,  Tex. 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Corman 

Inouye 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Curtin 

Jarman 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Daddario 

Jennings 

O’Konski 

Daniels 

Joelsen 

Olsen 

Davis,  John  W. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

O’Neill 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Johnson,  Md. 

Ostertag 

Dawson 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Patman 

Delaney 

Jones,  Ala. 

Pelly 

Dent 

Jones.  Mo. 

Perkins 

Denton 

Karsten 

Peterson 

Derwlnski 

Karth 

Pfost 

Diggs 

Kastenmeier 

Philbin 

Dingell 

Kee 

Pike 

Dominick 

Kelly 

Pilcher 

Donohue 

Keogh 

Pirnie 

Dooley 

Kilday 

Poage 

Downing 

King,  Calif. 

Powell 

Doyle 

King,  Utah 

Price 

Durno 

Kirwan 

Pucinski 

Dwyer 

Kluczynski 

Quie 

Edmondson 

Knox 

Rabaut 

Elliott 

Kornegay 

Rains 

Ellsworth 

Kowalski 

Randall 

Everett 

Kyi 

Reifel 

Evins 

Landrum 

Reuss 

Fallon 

Lane 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Farbstein 

Langen 

Riehlman 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Shriver 

Toll 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Sibal 

Tollefson 

Roberts 

Sikes 

Trimble 

Rodino 

Sisk 

Tupper 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Slack 

Ullman 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Vanik 

Rooney 

Smith,  Miss. 

Van  Zandt 

Roosevelt 

Spence 

Vinson 

Rostenkowski 

Springer 

Wallhauser 

Rutherford 

Stafford 

Walter 

Ryan 

Staggers 

Watts 

St.  Germain 

Steed 

Weis 

Santangelo 

Stephens 

Whalley 

Saund 

Stratton 

Wharton 

Saylor 

Stubblefield 

Whitten 

Schweiker 

Sullivan 

Wickersham 

Scott 

Taylor 

Widnall 

Scranton 

Thomas 

Willis 

Seely-Brown 

Thompson,  La. 

Wright 

Selden 

Thompson,  N.J 

.  Yates 

Shelley 

Thompson,  Tex.  Young 

Sheppard 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Zablocki 

Shipley 

Thornberry 

Zelenko 

Abbitt 

NAYS — 1 10 

Dsrounian 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Adair 

Devirie 

Moorehead, 

Alger 

Dole 

Ohio 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Dorn 

Murray 

Arends 

Dowdy 

Osmers 

Ashbrook 

Dulski 

Pillion 

Ashmore 

Fisher 

Poff 

Avery 

Ford 

Ray 

Ayres 

Goodell 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Bates 

Gross 

Robison 

Battin 

Gubser 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Becker 

HaUeck 

Roudebush 

Beermann 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rousselot 

Belcher 

Harsha 

St.  George 

Bell 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Schadeberg 

Berry 

Hemphill 

Schenck 

Betts 

Hiestand 

Scherer 

Bolton 

Hoeven 

Schneebeli 

Bow 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Schwengel 

Bromwell 

Hoffman,  Mich 

.  Short 

Brown 

Jensen 

Smith,  Calif. 

Broyhill 

Johansen 

Smith,  Va. 

Bruce 

Jonas 

Taber 

Burleson 

Judd 

Teague,  Calif. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Keith 

Teague,  Tex. 

Casey 

Kilburn 

Tuck 

Cederberg 

Kilgore 

Utt 

Chiperfield 

King,  N.Y. 

Van  Pelt 

Church 

Kitchin 

Weaver 

Clancy 

Laird 

Westland 

Collier 

Lipscomb 

Whitener 

Colmer 

McCulloch 

Williams 

Cramer 

McDonough 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Cunningham 

Mclntlre 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Winstead 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Meader 

Younger 

Dague 

Michel 

' 

Davis, 

James  C. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-16 

Anfuso 

Green,  Pa. 

Machrowicz 

Broomfield 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Mason 

Celler 

Harding 

Passman 

Findley 

Kearns 

Riley 

Grant 

McSween 

Siler 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  McSween  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Siler. 

Mr.  Riley  with  Mr.  Broomfield. 

Mr.  Hagan  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Kearns. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Find¬ 
ley. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
bill  just  passed,  H.R.  6441. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 


May  3 

THE  FIRST  HUNDRED  DAYS  OF  THE 
KENNEDY  ADMINISTRATION 

(Mr.  COAD  asked  and  was  given  per/' 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  thfs 
point  in  the  Record.)  / 

Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  there/ has 
been  much  comment  this  week  /n  the 
history  of  the  Kennedy  administration, 
and  its  critics  are  far  more  glib  in  re¬ 
viewing  its  hundred  days  tfean  in  dis¬ 
cussing  the  8  weeks  wh/fli  preceded 
them.  / 

A  variety  of  interesting  comparisons 
could  be  made,  but  I  shall  draw  just  one 
contrast  between  th/hundred  days  and 
the  8  years— and  do  it  in  the  field  of 
agriculture.  / 

After  8  years /of  talk  about  problems 
and  no  action  on  solutions — after  8  years 
of  administimive  veto  response  to  the 
promise  of /progress  through  the  Con¬ 
gress — we/nave  in  less  than  a  hundred 
days  witnessed  dynamic,  positive  move¬ 
ment  /ward  supply  adjustment  and  in- 
come/improvement  in  agriculture. 

We  have  seen  farmer-administration 
of/farm  programs,  dormant  for  many 
/ears,  reactivated. 

/  We  have  seen  floors  raised  under  farm 
prices. 

We  have  seen  farmer  apathy  replaced 
by  farmer  interest  as  meetings  on  the 
feed-grains  program  drew  audiences 
numbering  high  in  the  hundreds  and 
producers  stood  in  long  lines  to  sign  up 
for  program  participation.  In  that  con¬ 
nection  I  would  point  out  that  farmers 
do  not  turn  out  for  meetings  or  stand  in 
line  to  be  regimented — not  American 
farmers. 

We  have  seen  the  President  and  his 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  submit  to  the 
Congress  a  comprehensive  program  that 
will  make  possible  an  all-out  attack  on 
the  total  farm  problem  and  at  the  same 
time  guard  the  interests  of  consumers  at 
home  and  abroad. 

We  have  an  administration  that  spot¬ 
lights  agriculture  as  a  national  asset 
rather  than  a  burdensome  taxpayer  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

The  first  hundred  days  have  been  good 
days  for  American  agriculture — days  of 
'appreciation,  days  of  action  and  days  of 
constructive  results.  Measuring  them 
against  the  preceding  years,  it  is  highly 
douotful  that  any  farmer  would  want 
to  turn  backward  and  retrace  the  path. 


POLAND\AND  ITS  CONSTITUTION 

(Mrs.  CHURCH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  tcN  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  Revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.)  \ 

Mrs.  CHURCH.\Mr.  Speaker,  to  the 
people  of  Poland  and  Polish  communi¬ 
ties  throughout  the  whrld,  this  day.  May 
3,  holds  sacred  significance.  It  was  on 
this  day,  170  years  agN.  that  the  Po¬ 
lish  Diet  adopted  one  of  me  first  Euro¬ 
pean  constitutions  providing  a  demo¬ 
cratic  form  of  government.  \ 

Inspired  by  the  historic  ideals  of  a 
people  that  have  fought  for  their  free¬ 
dom  throughout  the  centuries,  thik  con¬ 
stitution  brought  economic,  social/Sand 
political  reforms  that  were  destined\to 
make  Poland  one  of  the  bastions  of 
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Mat  4  (legislative  clay,  May  3) ,  1961 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  (a)  the  last  sentence  of  section  1  (a)  of  the  Fed- 

4  eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  466(a)  )  is 

5  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “To  this  end,  the  Secretary  of 

6  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (hereinafter  in  this  Act 

7  called  the  ‘Secretary’)  shall  administer  this  Act.” 

8  (b)  Section  1  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

9  follows : 

10  “(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  impairing 

11  or  in  any  manner  affecting  any  right  or  jurisdiction  of  the 
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States  with  respect  to  the  waters  of  such  States,  including 
but  not  limited  to  the  power,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of 
such  States  to  enforce  State  water  pollution  control  laws  and 
regulations.” 

(c)  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  and  7  and  the  first  sentence 
of  section  10  (a)  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking 
out  “Surgeon  General”  and  “Surgeon  General’s”  wherever 
they  appear  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary” 
and  “Secretary’s”,  respectively. 

(d)  Sections  4(a)  and  7(c)  of  such  Act  are  each 
amended  by  striking  out  “Public  Health  Service”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare”. 

(e)  Sections  7(a)  (2)  (B)  and  10(b)  are  each 
amended  by  striking  out  “Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary”. 

(f)  Section  10(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  second  and  third  sentences  thereof. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  4  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act*is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
paragraph  (4)  thereof  the  following:  Provided,  That  the 

total  sum  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
for  fellowships  pursuant  to  this  subparagraph  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $100,000”. 
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(b)  Section  4  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

“(d)  The  Secretary  shall  establish,  equip,  and  maintain 
field  laboratory  and  research  facilities,  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited  to,  one  to  be  located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the 
United  States,  one  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  area,  one  in  the 
southeastern  area,  one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the 
southwestern  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one  in 
the  State  of  Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of  research,  investiga¬ 
tions,  experiments,  field  demonstrations  and  studies,  and 
training  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pol¬ 
lution.  Insofar  as  practicable,  each  such  facility  shall  be 
located  near  institutions  of  higher  learning  in  which  graduate 
training  in  such  research  might  be  carried  out. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  research  and  techni¬ 
cal  development  work,  and  make  studies,  with  respect  to 
the  quality  of  the  waters  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  an 
analysis  of  the  present  and  projected  future  water  quality 
of  the  Great  Lakes  under  varying  conditions  of  waste  treat¬ 
ment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  of  the  water  quality  needs 
of  those  to  be  served  bv  such  waters,  an  evaluation  of  munici- 
pal,  industrial,  and  vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal  prac¬ 
tices  with  respect  to  such  waters,  and  a  study  of  alternate 
means  of  solving  water  pollution  problems  (including  addi- 
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tional  waste  treatment  measures)  with  respect  to  such 
waters.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  im¬ 
mediately  following  “June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000”  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “,  and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  $5,000,000”. 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (4)  thereof,  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  of  paragraph  (5)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  and”  and  by  adding  after  such 

paragraph  (5)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“(6)  sets  forth  the  criteria  used  by  the  State  in 
determining  priority  of  projects  as  provided  in  section 
6(b)  (4).” 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (2)  of  section  6  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “(2)  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an 
amount  exceeding  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  smaller: 
(A)  $800,000,  or  (B)  the  total  of  30  per  centum  of  the  first 
$1,000,000  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  project  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  plus  15  per  centum  of  the  next 
$2,000,000  of  such  cost,  plus  10  per  centum  of  the  remainder 
of  such  cost:  Provided,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the 
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remaining  cost:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  a 
project  which  will  serve  more  than  one  municipality  (A) 
the  Secretary  shall,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  he 
reasonable  and  equitable,  allocate  to  each  municipality  to  be 
served  by  such  project  its  share  of  the  estimated  reasonable 
cost  of  such  project,  and  shall  then  apply  the  foregoing 
limitations  in  this  clause  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a 
separate  project  to  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any 
grant  which  may  be  made  under  this  section  with  respect  to 
each  such  share,  and  the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  deter¬ 
mined  or  $2,400,000,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  shall  he  the 
maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be  made  under 
this  section  on  account  of  such  project,  and  (B)  for  purposes 
of  the  limitation  in  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (d),  the 
share  of  each  municipality  so  determined  shall  be  regarded  as 
a  grant  for  the  construction  of  treatment  works”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  further  amended 
by  striking  out  “and”  after  clause  (3)  and  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause  (4)  :  and  (5) 

no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  under  this  section 
in  any  State  in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000  until  a  grant 
has  been  made  thereunder  for  each  project  (A)  for  which 
an  application  was  filed  with  the  appropriate  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  clause  and  (B)  which  the  Secretary  determines  met 
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the  requirements  of  this  section  and  regulations  thereunder 
as  in  effect  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment”. 

(c)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  final  period  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “,  except  that  any  such  allotment 
which  is  not  obligated  within  six  months  following  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  it  was  made  because  of  a  lack 
of  projects  which  have  been  approved  under  subsection 
(b)(1)  of  this  section,  or  certified  as  entitled  to  priority 
under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section,  shall  he  reallotted 
by  the  Secretary,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  he  rea¬ 
sonable  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regulations 
promulgated  by  him.  Any  amount  made  available  to  a  State 
by  reallotments  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in 
addition  to  amounts  otherwise  allotted  to  such  State  under 
this  section,  and  shall  be  available  for  payments  with  respect 
to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under 
this  section  prior  to  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  following  the 
year  for  which  the  original  allotment  was  made.” 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$50,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$100,- 
000,000”,  and  by  striking  out  “$500,000,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,000,000,000”. 
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(e)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(f)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as  may 
be  necessary  to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  em¬ 
ployed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for  which 
grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  he  paid  wages  at 
rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work 
on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Act 
of  March  3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  (46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.O.  276a  through  276a-5).” 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (1) 
of  section  7  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “There  is  hereby  established 
in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  a 
Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board,  composed  of  the 
Secretary  or  his  designee,  who  shall  be  chairman,  and  nine 
members  appointed  by  the  President,  none  of  whom  shall  be 
Federal  officers  or  employees.” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  (A)  of 
such  section  7  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof:  “,  and  (iii)  the  term  of  any  member  under 
the  preceding  provisions  shall  be  extended  until  the  date 
on  which  his  successor's  appointment  is  effective”. 
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Sec.  6.  Section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“ENFORCEMENT  MEASURES  AGAINST  POLLUTION  OF 
NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  the  matter  causing 
or  contributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into 
such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a 
tributary  of  such  waters) ,  which  endangers  the  health  or 
welfare  of  any  persons,  shall  be  subject  to  abatement  as 
provided  in  this  Act. 

“  (b)  Consistent  with  the  policy  declaration  of  this  Act, 
State  and  interstate  action  to  abate  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  shall  be  encouraged  and  shall  not  be  displaced  by 
Federal  enforcement  action  except  as  otherwise  provided  by 
or  pursuant  to  a  final  order  issued  in  accordance  with  sub¬ 
section  (e)  of  this  section  or  a  court  order  under  subsection 
(g)  of  this  section. 

“(c)  (1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  an}' 
State,  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or  (with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency 
for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  situated)  the  gov¬ 
erning  body  of  any  municipality,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such 
request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which  is  en¬ 
dangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other 
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than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or 
contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give  formal  notifi¬ 
cation  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  in¬ 
terstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where  such 
discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall  call  promptly 
a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if 
any,  of  the  State  or  States,  if  any,  which  may  be  adversely 
affected  by  such  pollution.  Whenever  requested  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  any  State,  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency, 
or  (with  the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is 
situated)  the  governing  body  of  any  municipality,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or 
discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  origi¬ 
nates,  give  formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  request¬ 
ing  State  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and 
shall  promptly  call  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies 
and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  and  inter¬ 
state  agency,  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State,  unless,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Secretary,  the  effect  of  such  pollution  on 


II. R.  6441 - 2 


10 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 


the  legitimate  uses  of  the  waters  is  not  of  such  significance 
to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction  under  this  section. 
The  Secretary  shall  also  call  such  a  conference  whenever,  on 
the  basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason  to 
believe  that  any  pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and 
endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  originate  is 
occurring. 

“  (2)  The  agencies  called  to  attend  such  conference  may 
bring  such  persons  as  they  desire  to  the  conference.  Not 
less  than  three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  the  conference  date 
shall  be  given  to  such  agencies. 

“(3)  Following  this  conference,  the  Secretary  shall 
prepare  and  forward  to  all  the  water  pollution  control  agen¬ 
cies  attending  the  conference  a  summary  of  conference 
discussions  including  (A)  occurrence  of  pollution  of  navi¬ 
gable  waters  subject  to  abatement  under  this  Act;  (B) 
adequacy  of  measures  taken  toward  abatement  of  the  pollu¬ 
tion;  and  (0)  nature  of  delays,  if  any,  being  encountered 
in  abating  the  pollution. 

(d)  If  the  Secretary  believes,  upon  the  conclusion  of 


^  the  conference  or  thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward 
abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that  the 
21  health  or  welfare  of  any  persons  is  being  endangered,  he  shall 

o/r 

lecommend  to  the  appropriate  State  water  pollution  control 
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1  agency  that  it  take  necessary  remedial  action.  The  Sec- 

2  retary  shall  allow  at  least  six  months  from  the  date  he  makes 

3  such  recommendations  for  the  taking  of  such  recommended 

4  action. 

5  “  (e)  If,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  period  so  allowed,  such 

6  remedial  action  is  not  taken  or  action  which  in  the  judg- 

7  ment  of  the  Secretary  is  reasonably  calculated  to  secure 

8  abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  taken,  the  Secretary  shall 

/ 

9  call  a  public  hearing,  to  be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the 

10  places  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  con- 

11  tributing  to  such  pollution  originated,  before  a  Hearing  Board 

12  of  five  or  more  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  Each 

13  State  in  which  any  discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such 
pollution  originates  and  each  State  claiming  to  be  adversely 

1^  affected  by  such  pollution  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
15  select  one  member  of  the  Hearing  Board  and  at  least  one 

17  member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Department  of  Com- 

18  merce,  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the  Hearing  Board 

19  shall  be  persons  other  than  officers  or  employees  of  the  De- 

20  partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  At  least 

21  three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  such  hearing  shall  be  given  to 

22  the  State  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate 

23  agencies,  if  any,  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hearing  and 

24  the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters.  On  the  basis  of  the  evi- 

25  dence  presented  at  such  hearing,  the  Hearing  Board  shall 
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make  findings  as  to  whether  pollution  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  is  occurring  and  whether  effective  progress  to¬ 
ward  abatement  thereof  is  being  made.  If  the  Hearing 
Board  finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and  effective  progress 
toward  abatement  is  not  being  made  it  shall  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Secretary  concerning  the  measures,  if  any, 
which  it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  secure  abate¬ 
ment  of  such  pollution.  Such  findings  and  recommendations 
shall  be  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
except  to  the  extent,  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  at  such 
hearing,  he  believes  additional  or  different  findings  or  recom¬ 
mendations  are  warranted.  The  Secretary  shall  send  his 
findings  and  recommendations  to  the  person  or  persons  dis¬ 
charging  any  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollu¬ 
tion,  together  with  an  order  specifying  a  reasonable  time,  but 
not  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  such 
order,  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pollution  in  accordance 
with  such  findings  and  recommendations.  Such  order  shall 
become  final  on  the  sixtieth  day  after  the  date  of  its  issuance 
unless  an  appeal  is  taken  as  provided  in  subsection  (f) . 
The  Secretary  shall  also  send  a  copy  of  such  findings  and 
recommendations  and  such  order  to  the  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if  any,  attending  the 
healings  as  a  party  of  record. 

“  (f)  An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  any  such  order  of 
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the  Secretary  by  any  person  who  has  been  made  subject  to 
such  order  to  the  United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the  cir¬ 
cuit  in  which  any  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  pollution  subject  to  abatement  by  such  order 
originates  by  filing  with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal  within 
sixty  days  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  order.  The  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  court  shall  attach  upon  the  filing  of  such  notice. 
A  copy  of  such  notice  shall  forthwith  be  transmitted  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Secretary  or  any  officer  designated 
by  him  for  that  purpose  and  to  any  other  person  who  re¬ 
ceived  a  copy  of  the  Secretary’s  order.  The  Secretary  shall 
thereupon  file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the  proceedings  be¬ 
fore  the  Hearing  Board  as  provided  in  section  2112  of  title 
28,  United  States  Code,  together  with  his  findings  of  fact 
and  recommendations.  Such  findings  of  the  Secretary,  if 
supported  by  substantial  evidence  when  considered  on  the 
record  as  a  whole,  shall  he  conclusive,  hut  the  court  for  good 
cause  shown  may  remand  the  case  to  the  Secretary  for  the 
taking  of  additional  evidence  in  such  manner  and  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  court  may  deem  proper.  The 
Secretary  may  thereupon  make  or  cause  to  he  made  new  or 
modified  findings  of  fact  and  recommendations,  and  he  shall 
file  with  the  court  the  record  of  such  further  proceedings, 
the  new  or  modified  findings  and  recommendations,  and  his 
recommendations,  if  any,  for  the  setting  aside  or  modifica- 
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tion  of  his  original  order.  Such  new  or  modified  findings 
shall  likewise  be  conclusive  if  supported  by  substantial 
evidence  when  considered  on  the  record  as  a  whole. 

“(g)  Upon  the  basis  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
filed  with  it,  the  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enter  an 
order  affirming  or  setting  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
order  of  the  Secretary.  The  judgment  of  the  court  shall  be 
final,  subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  upon  certiorari  or  certification  as  provided  in  section 
1254  of  title  28  of  the  United  States  Code. 

“(h)  The  United  States  district  courts  shall  have  juris¬ 
diction  of  any  civil  action  brought  by  the  Attorney  General 
at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  to  enforce  any  order  issued 
under  this  section  by  the  Secretary,  or  by  a  United  States 
court  of  appeals. 

“(i)  Members  of  any  Hearing  Board  appointed  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (e)  who  are  not  regular  full-time  officers 
or  emplo3rees  of  the  United  States  shall,  while  participating 
in  the  hearing  conducted  by  such  Board  or  otherwise 
engaged  on  the  work  of  such  Board,  receive  compensation 
at  a  rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100 
per  diem,  including  travel  time,  and  while  away  from  their 
homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may  he  allowed 
travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 
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authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the 
Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

“  (j)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘person’  includes 
an  individual,  corporation,  partnership,  association,  State, 
municipality,  and  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“  (k)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘municipality’ 
means  a  city,  town,  borough,  county,  parish,  district,  or 
other  public  body  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law.” 

Sec.  7.  Section  9  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentences :  “In  bis  summary  of  any  conference  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  8(c)  (3)  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
include  references  to  any  discharges  allegedly  contributing 
to  pollution  from  any  Federal  property.  Notice  of  any 
bearing  pursuant  to  section  8(e)  involving  any  pollution 
alleged  to  be  effected  by  any  such  discharges  shall  also  be 
given  to  the  Federal  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
property  involved  and  the  findings  and  recommendations  of 
the  Hearing  Board  conducting  such  hearing  shall  also  include 
references  to  any  such  discharges  which  are  contributing  to 
the  pollution  found  by  such  Hearing  Board.” 

Sec.  8.  Section  11  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsections  (d)  and 
(e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
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“(d)  The  term  ‘State’  means  a  State,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Pico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  Guam. 

“(e)  The  term  ‘interstate  waters’  means  all  rivers, 
lakes,  and  other  waters  that  flow  across  or  form  a  part  of 
State  boundaries,  including  coastal  waters.” 

Sec.  9.  In  the  case  of  any  discharge  or  discharges  caus¬ 
ing  or  contributing  to  water  pollution  with  respect  to  which 
the  actions  of  the  Surgeon  General  or  the  Secretary  pre¬ 
scribed  under  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
have  already  been  completed  prior  to  such  enactment,  the 
provisions  of  such  section  as  so  in  effect  shall  continue  to  he 
applicable  until  the  pollution  caused  by  such  discharge  or 
discharges  has  been  abated. 

Sec.  10.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  3,  1961. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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SENATE 


June  1,  1961 


-  3  - 


L3.  HOUSING.  Began  debate  on  S.  1922,  the  omnibus  housing  bill.  pp.  8660,  8678, 
8683-4,  8692-8703 

14.  TREASURY- POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1962.  Passed  with  amendments  thii 
Bill,  H.  R.  5954  (pp.  8634-6,  8641-4,  3646-8,  8652-3,  8657).  Conferees  were 
appointed  (p.  8657). 

15.  PEACE  CORPS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  a  proposed  biiy  to  pro¬ 
vide  fok  the  establishment  of  a  Peace  Corps;  to  S.  Foreign  Relations  and  H. 
Foreign  Affairs  Committees,  pp.  8585,  8744 

16.  MANPOWER  RESCftJRCES.  Received  from  the  President  a  proposed  bill  to  provide  for 
the  training  a^d  retraining  of  unemployed  workers  in  new  occupational  skills 
over  a  4-year  period,  pp.  8596-7 

17.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  fei  811,  to  establish  a  Wabash  Basin  Inter- ageney  Wato-g  Re¬ 
sources  Commission,  and  S.  120,  with  amendment,  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  so  as  to  provide  a  more  effective  program  of  water 
pollution  control,  p.  D403 

Son.  Holland  inoorted  an  address  by -Sen «  Ellender  discussing  the  importance 

and-naod  for  water  resource  development. — pp.  8637-8 

Son.  Mruaka- inserted -a  -Nobg-r -Legislature  resolution  -  favoring  development 

of-  tho  Missouri  River  Basin  on  et  multiple  benefit  concept,  pp-r  8598-9 


18.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee Nreport^d  H.  R.  6713,  to  amend  certain  laws 

relating  to  Federal-aid  highways  and  to  make  certain  adjustments  in  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  (S.Rept.X93)  .  The  bill  was  referred  to  the  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee  for  further  consideration,  p.  8600 

*  /  \  * 

19.  PERSONNEL.  Both  Houses  received  A  report  Of  the  Board  of  Actuaries  of  the 

Civil  Service  Retirement  Systepr  for  the  f isdal  year  1959  (H.  Doc.  182) .  pp, 
8596,  8744 

Received  an  Ore.  Legislature  resolution  favdring  enactment  of  legislation 
providing  for  recognition  of  Federal  employee  uriions.  p.  8599 

Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  service  of  0.  V.  Wells,  former  Administrator  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  of  this  Department,  stating  that  "Mr.  Wells 
personifies  the  ideal/career  civil  servant."  p.  862? 


20.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution  u 
expansion  of  the /School  milk  program,  p.  8597 


ing  extension  and 


21.  WATERSHEDS.  Thd  Public  Works  Committee  approved  the  following,  watershed 

projects:  Bdyou  Rapides,  La.;  Bull  Creek,  Ga.;  Camp  Rice  Arroyo,  Tex.;  Fall 
River,  Kane;;  Lower  Plum  Creek,  Tex.;  Magma,  Arlz.;  Muddy  Fork  of  Illinois 
River,  Ar#.;  and  Seven  Mile  Creek,  Ill.  p.  D403 

22.  NATIONAL  PARKS.  Sen.  Gruening  inserted  an  article  by  Secretary  of  Interior 

Udall/;  "National  Parks  For  The  Future."  pp.  8644-6 

23.  FAIJM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Carlson  said  "There  are  several  countries  in  the  Western 
emisphere  that  are  anxious  to  ...  purchase  agricultural  commodities,  based 

on  sugar  purchases  in  the  United  States.  It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  both 
the  State  Department  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  take  advantage  of 
this  opportunity  to  increase  agricultural  exports,  particularly  wheat." 
pp.  8599-8600 


-  4  - 


\ 


Sen.  Carlson  inserted  a  statement  by  Kansas  Livestock  Association  opposing 
\  the  proposed  Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  saying  "Livestock  people  ...  want  no, 
'X  part  of  a  Government  program  where  it  will  be  necessary  to  ask  some  Goveri 
ment  official  what  they  can  do  and  how  they  can  do  it  before  they  move. 

P\  8599  . 

Sen.  Keating  inserted  an  article  "Farm  Subsidies  Hike  Price  of  Groceries," 
and\aid  "The  President  has  given  us  the  knife,  and  now  he  expects  yCs  to 
stickNit  in  ourselves."  pp.  8657-8 

Sen\Humphrey  inserted  an  article,  "Administration  Farm  Procedure  Support¬ 
ed,"  and\said  "We  have  justifiable  pride  in  the  intelligence  o^'our  people, 
and  they  ri,nd  the  farm  measures  of  the  administration  to  be  cjwnmendable." 
p.  8676 


24.  URBAN  AFFAIRS.  ^Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  resolution  by  the  Portland  City  Council 
endorsing  Presi<i*mt  Kennedy's  proposal  for  establishment  of  a  Federal  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Urban  Affairs,  pp.  8676-7 


25.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Sen.  RaiMolph  inserted  two  articles  supporting  the  food  stamp 

program,  "Food  and  JoMu"  and  "Food-Stamp  Plan  Gets  Underway  in  West  Virginia 
—  Coal  Mining  Welch  Area  Becomes  First  Testing/Ground  for  New  U.  S.  Program." 
pp.  8690-2 


26.  FOREIGN  AID,  Agreed  to  without  amendment  s/ Res.  154,  favoring  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  White  Fleet  of  shipssto  render  emergency  assistance,  including  food 
supplies,  to  people  of  other  nations  ityuase  of  disaster,  pp.  8659-60 


ITEMS' 


APPENDIX 


27.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks y6i  R^p.  Anfuso  commending  the  establishment 
of  a  Business  Council  for  Interest ionaIMJnder standing,  urging  prevention  of 
"exploitation  of  migratory  fapm  worker s,\  and  inserting  a  statement  describing 
the  "Pilot  Plan  For  Latin  America."  pp. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  &ep.  Cohelan  cotmhending  Sen.  Williams  for  his 
work  on  the  problems  of  the  migrant  farm  labour  system,  and  insertion  of  a 
newspaper  article  which/he  states  points  out  that  there  is  "basic  inconsist¬ 
ency  in  the  fact  that  Imported  Mexican  farmworkers  are  guaranteed  wages  and 
working  conditions  wjauch  our  own  farmworkers  are  npt  receiving."  pp,  A3948-9 


28.  FEDERAL  AID;  EDUCATION.  Several  Representatives  extended  remarks  and  inserted 
articles  discussing  the  matter  of  Federal  aid  to  education,  pp.  A3892,  A3914, 
A3929-31,  A3938-9,  A3852-5 


29.  CIVIL  SERVICE.  Rep.  Boggs  inserted  the  speech  of  the  executive  director 

National  Civil  Service  League,  New  Orleans,  Career  Service  Awards  Luncheon, 
"The  True  Meaning  of  Civil  Service."  pp.  A3897-8 


30. 


NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Metcalf  and  insertion  of  an 
article  describing  the  short  courses  in  resource  management  offered, by  the 
Montana  State  University  and  stating  that  this  program  has  been  expanded  under 
the  Government  Employees  Training  Act.  pp.  A3901-2 


31.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Smith,  Miss.,  inserted  Rep.  Cooley's  speech  at  the  animal 
meeting  of  the  Delta  Council  discussing  agricultural  affairs  in  general  ant 
commending  the  Secretary,  stating  that  the  "farmers  of  America  have  found  a 
true  champion  of  their  cause  in  Orville  Freeman  ..."  pp.  A3908-9 
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House  passed  independent 


Small  business/ . 11 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  Interior  appropriation  bill, 

offices  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Hrusba  criticised  farm  bill.  House  subcommittee 
voted  to  report  bill  for  USDA  centeniX^l  celebration.  Senate  debated  housing  oill. 
Both  Houses  received  President's  YoXh  Conservation  Corps  bill.  Sen.  Humphrey  and 


Rep,  Perkins  introduced  and  discus/ed  this  bill, 
serted  Secretary's  article,  "PubVic  Relations  -- 

SENATE 


Jen.  Talma dge  commended  and  in- 
Ouk  No,  1  Job." 


1.  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1%2.  Passed  with  amendment 

this  bill,  H.  R.  63hj5.  Conferees  were  appointed,  p^u  90h0-5l 

By  a  vote  of  yl  to  13,  agreed  to  an  amendment  by  \3en.  Dirksen  to  reduce 
by  ;pl0  million,  fXwi  $lii9, 200,200  to  ^139,200,200,  the  item  for  forest  land 
management,  forest  protection  and  utilization,  Forest  Senrice.  p,  901*2 

Agreed  to/an  amendment  by  Sen.  Proxmire  to  restore  (j*30Q,000  disapproved 
by  the  Senate-Appropriations  Committee  for  detailed  design  and  cost  estimates 
for  constructing  additional  laboratory  facilities  at  the  Forest  Products 
Laboratory/at  Madison,  Wise.  p.  90l*8 

2.  THE  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  voted  to  report  (but  did  not\actually 
report)  the  following  bills:  p,  Dl*22 

7S.  302,  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  an  additional  $52  million  for 
the' purchase  of  land  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Superior  National  Forest, 
Minn, 

S.  650,  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  s8s 
as  to  permit  any  irrigation  or  reservoir  company,  water  users*  association, 
similar  organization  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sponsor  world 
of  improvement, 

S„  81*8,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  a  parcel  of 
forest  land  to  the  town  of  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn, 
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S.  1040,  to  provide  for  the  abolishment  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage 

Corporation.  .  .. 

*  /  •  .  .  « 

3.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  approved  the  following 
watershed  projects:  Crowdabout  Creek  and  Powell  Creek,  Ala.;  Grady  Couldj 
Hog-River-Pig-Creek,  Ill.;  Beasha  Creek,  Miss.;  Panther  Creek,  Mo. 5 
Creek,\Okla.j  Cane  Creek,  Tenn.j  and  Blue  Creek,  Utah.  p.  DU22 


stry  Com- 
S.  16U3, 


It.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Foj 
mittee  "anhpunced  that  sometime  next  week  it  will  proceed  to 
proposed  Agricultural  Act  of  1961."  p.  Dli22 

Sen.  HruskA^  criticized  the  farm  bill,  particularly  the  pr  ure  for  estab¬ 
lishing  farmer '''advisory  committees  and  stated  that  the  "proc  es  provided  in 

S.  16U3  are  not  democratic.  Nor  is  the  democratic  process  q  d  into  play." 
pp.  9039-U0 


3.  PERSONNEL.  The  CommerN 
S.  88h,  to  authorize 
perts  and  consultants. 


Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  proqlire  the  services  of  ex- 
DU22 


6,  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  120,  to 

amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  a  more 
effective  program  of  water  pollution  control  (S.Rept.353) .  p.  9013 


7.  HOUSING.  Continued  debate  on  S. 


(22,  the  omnibus  housing  bill. 


pp.  9051-77 


8.  CONSERVATION 5  YOUTH  CONSERVATION  COR^S.  .Both  Houses  received  from  the  President 

a  proposed  bill  "to  authorize  pilot  training  and  employment  programs  for  youth 
including  on-the-job  and  other  appropriate  training,  local  public  service  pro¬ 
grams,  and  conservation  programs,"  And  including  the  establishment  of  a  Youth 
Conservation  Corps 5  to  H.  Education  and  Lal^or  and  S.  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
Committees,  pp.  9009,  9012 

9.  FORESTRY,  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  a  joint  release  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 

culture  and  Department  of  the  Interior  regardingvFederal  timber  sales  policies 
stating  that  Secretaries  Freeman  and  Udall  "announced  adoption  of  a  study  and 
recommendations  made  by  .the  two  Departments  to  bring  timber  sale  practices  by 
the  two  agencies  into  doser  uniformity,"  and  including  a  summary  of  13  recom¬ 
mendations  which  were  adopted,  pp.  9036-7 

10.  NATIONAL  PARKS.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  article,  "Pre^rving  Our  National 

Parks . "  pp .  9037-8 

11.  SMALL  BUSINESS;  PROCUREMENT.  Sen.  Smathers  submitted  for  printing  a  report  of 

the  Select  Committee  on  Small  Business,  "The  Role  of  Small  Business  in  Govern¬ 
ment  Procurement  -  1961"  (S.  Rept.  355).  p.  9077 


HOUSE 

12.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  an  amendment  H,  R.  7hU5>  the  independent  0) 
appropriation  bill  for  1962.  See  Digest  9b  for  a  summary  of  items  of 
to  this  Dept.  pp.  8975-9000 


rices 

ierest 


13 ♦  CENTENNIALS .  Subcommittee  No.  2  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  t^ 

/  the  full  committee  H.  J.  Res.  U35,  to  provide  for  recognition  of  the  centenni^S 
of  the  establishment  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  H.  J.  Res.  Ii36,  to 
provide  for  recognition  of  the  centennial  of  the  establishment  of  the  national 
system  of  land-grant  universities  and  colleges,  p.  DU25 
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87th  Congress  ) 
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[  No.  353 

FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 


June  7,  1961. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Kerr,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  120] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a 
more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recom¬ 
mend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  indicated  in  the  bill  as  reported  and  are  shown 
by  linetype  and  italics. 

The  purpose  of  S.  120,  as  amended,  is  to  extend  the  authorization 
for  grants  to  States  and  interstate  agencies  to  assist  them  in  meeting 
the  costs  of  establishing  and  maintaining  adequate  measures  for  the 
prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution.  The  present  authoriza¬ 
tion  in  the  amount  of  $3  million  annually  will  expire  during  fiscal 
year  1961  and  the  bill  would  authorize  a  continuation  of  this  program 
for  an  additional  5  fiscal  years  and  will  increase  the  grants  to  $5 
million  annually. 

The  bill  would  authorize  and  increase  in  construction  grants  from 
$50  million  annually  to  $70  million  for  fiscal  year  1962;  $80  million 
for  fiscal  year  1963;  $90  million  for  fiscal  year  1964;  $100  million  for 
fiscal  year  1965;  and  $100  million  for  fiscal  year  1966.  It  would  set  a 
top  limit  on  individual  grants  at  $500,000  or  30  percent  of  the  project 
cost,  whichever  is  the  smaller.  It  would,  however,  permit  several 
communities  to  join  together  in  constructing  joint  facilities  and  each 
could  obtain  the  maximum  allowable  grant.  Thus,  in  the  case  of 
three  communities  a  total  grant  of  $1.5  million  could  be  obtained. 
The  bill  does  protect  communities  having  filed  qualified  applications 
which  do  not  exceed  $250,000.  It  provides  for  a  reallocation  of  funds 
among  the  States;  however,  such  reallocation  is  not  permitted  for  a 
period  of  2  years. 
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The  bill  has  several  provisions  not  in  existing  law  which  are  of 
great  importance.  These  provisions  are:  (1)  Authority  for  Federal 
agencies  to  include  capacity  in  reservoirs  for  water  quality  control. 
This  capacity  not  to  be  a  substitute  for  adequate  treatment  of  sewage. 
A  determination  would  be  made  of  the  benefits  of  such  capacity  and 
an  appropriate  share  of  the  cost  allocated  to  this  purpose.  Bene¬ 
ficiaries  would  be  determined  and  if  the  benefits  are  widespread  or 
national  in  scope,  the  costs  of  such  capacity  would  be  nonreimbursable. 
(2)  There  would  be  authorized  the  establishment  of  research  and 
demonstration  facilities  to  study  and  determine  practicable  means  of 
treating  municipal  sewage  and  other  waterborne  waste  to  remove  the 
maximum  amount  of  physical,  chemical,  and  biological  pollutants. 
There  would  be  authorized  $10  million  for  the  establishment  of  a 
research  and  demonstration  center  and  $5  million  annually  would  be 
authorized  for  5  years  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  required  studies 
and  developing  new  methods  of  treatment  or  treatment  plant  con¬ 
struction.  The  program  woidd  also  include  the  development  of  proto¬ 
types  or  models  to  demonstrate  results  of  research  findings.  (3)  Au¬ 
thorizes  the  establishment  of  field  laboratories  in  various  parts  of  the 
country  for  research  and  demonstrations  in  water  pollution  control. 
(4)  Requires  that  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  be  taken  to  insure 
payment  of  wages  on  treatment  construction  projects,  at  not  less  than 
those  prevailing  on  construction  in  the  immediate  locality  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act.  (5)  Expands  Federal  pollution  abatement  authority  to  all  navi¬ 
gable  waters  including  authority  to  enter  into  intrastate  water  pollu¬ 
tion  cases  upon  request  of  the  Governor. 

The  bill  would  also  make  changes  in  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958, 
which  would  permit  the  inclusion  of  capacity  in  Corps  of  Engineers 
or  Bureau  of  Reclamation  reservoirs  for  future  water  supplies  on  the 
basis  that  final  repayment  contacts  need  not  be  entered  into  until 
such  capacity  is  first  used. 

General  Statement 

Public  hearings  were  held  by  the  committee  on  May  8  and  9,  1961. 
Officials  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and 
representatives  of  State  and  local  governments,  interstate  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  agencies,  conservation  organizations,  the  public  health 
and  medical  profession,  and  industry  testified  at  these  hearings  or 
presented  their  views  for  the  record. 

The  committee  has  given  careful  consideration  to  the  bill  and  all 
related  comments  and  recommendations,  which  were  brought  to  its 
attention.  As  a  result  of  that  consideration,  S.  120,  is  being  here 
reported  with  amendments,  the  desirability  of  which  was  indicated 
as  a  result  of  the  hearings  and  material  presented  to  the  committee 
since  introduction  of  the  bill. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  bill  provides  an  orderly 
approach  to  water  pollution  control  and  recommends  its  enactment. 

Discussion 

Just  as  the  need  for  water  is  related  to  population,  so  is  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  sewage  and  associated  wastes.  During  the  latter  part  of 
1930,  it  was  predicted  that  our  population  would  reach  a  plateau  of 
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about  170  million  by  1975.  Instead,  we  are  experiencing  an  explo¬ 
sive  population  growth  and  in  1957  had  already  passed  the  170  mil¬ 
lion  mark,  18  years  ahead  of  schedule.  Population  projections  sug¬ 
gest  that  population  may  reach  the  232  to  274  million  range  by  1980 
and  about  329  million  by  the  year  2000. 

Most  of  the  population  increase  will  be  in  metropolitan  areas.  It 
is  conservatively  estimated  that  the  larger  metropolitan  areas  will 
contain  70  percent  of  the  total  population  by  1980  and  80  percent  by 
year  2000,  when  95  percent  of  the  total  population  are  expected  to 
reside  in  urban  places.  The  magnitude  of  the  problem  of  disposing 
of  municipal  sewage  will  grow  in  direct  proportion  to  this  increase  in 
urban  populations.  Municipal  sewage  includes  those  wastes  from 
domestic,  commercial,  public,  and  industrial  establishments  discharg¬ 
ing  through  municipal  sewer  systems.  Perhaps  80  percent  (by  num¬ 
ber,  rather  than  by  volume  or  value  of  products)  of  the  industrial 
establishments  in  the  United  States  are  connected  to  such  systems, 
and  it  is  estimated  that  about  one-third  of  the  organic  wastes  treated 
by  municipalities  are  industrial  in  origin. 

Very  large  quantities  of  water  are  withdrawn  daily  from  streams 
and  lakes  for  cooling  purposes  by  steam-electric  powerplants,  steel 
mills,  petroleum  refineries  and  various  other  industrial  plants.  After 
use,  these  waters  are  usually  returned  to  the  river  or  lake  and  sub¬ 
stantial  amounts  of  heat  are  thus  transferred  to  the  bodies  of  water. 
The  introduction  of  heat  in  any  substantial  quantities  into  such  bodies 
of  water  has  the  effect  of  introducing  additional  pollution,  because  of 
the  ability  of  these  waters  to  assimilate  oxygen-demanding  pollution, 
or  to  support  fish  life,  is  thereby  reduced. 

Heat  pollution  from  both  industrial  and  powerplant  sources  are 
expected  to  increase  at  a  very  substantial  rate  over  the  next  40  years. 

The  1956  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  broadened  and  strengthened 
earlier  legislation  by  providing  grants  for  the  construction  of  municipal 
waste  treatment  facilities,  grants  to  improve  and  strengthen  State  and 
interstate  programs,  more  workable  Federal  enforcement,  more  effec¬ 
tive  research,  and  collection  of  basic  data. 

During  the  5  years  preceding  passage  of  the  1956  act,  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  municipal  waste  treatment  works  averaged  only  $222  million 
annually.  For  the  ensuing  5  years  that  the  grants  provisions  have 
been  in  effect,  contract  awards  for  this  construction  have  averaged 
$360  million  annually  and  over  2,600  projects  costing  $1.2  billion 
have  been  approved.  This  is  a  62-percent  increase  in  construction. 
Also,  for  each  Federal  grant  dollar,  there  has  been  an  expenditure  of 
$4.80  in  local  funds.  A  1960  survey  by  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agencies  shows  that  the  present  backlog  is  still  more  than 
5,000  projects,  with  an  estimated  cost  of  nearly  $2  billion.  To  elimi¬ 
nate  this  longstanding  backlog,  and  to  keep  up  with  the  new  needs 
due  to  population  growth  and  continuing  obsolescence  of  existing 
plants,  will  require  annual  average  construction  levels  of  $600 
million. 

The  acceleration  of  the  program  of  sewage  plant  construction  is 
certainly  one  of  the  most  necessary  activities  in  order  to  clear  up 
our  streams  and  lakes.  However,  sewage  treatment  as  it  has  been 
practiced  in  American  communities,  consists  of  treating  the  sewage 
by  mechanical  and  biological  means  to  remove  the  more  objectionable 
solids  and  discharging  the  residual  or  effluent  to  a  watercourse,  such 
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as  a  stream  or  lake.  The  treatment  methods  in  use  today  are  es¬ 
sentially  those  which  were  developed  some  30  to  40  years  ago  and 
have  been  reasonably  adequate  for  meeting  past  needs. 

Even  with  the  present  intensity  of  water  use,  it  is  necessary  for 
water  to  be  used  and  reused.  The  rate  of  reuse  will  continue  to 
increase  with  growing  demands  for  water.  With  each  reuse,  new 
foreign  substances  are  added  so  that  even  after  sewage  treatment,  the 
suitability  of  the  water  for  further  use  is  progressively  impaired. 
This  means  that  water  must  be  freed  of  all  undesirable  foreign  sub¬ 
stances,  including  viral  and  bacterial  pathogens,  new  organic  mate¬ 
rials  resistant  to  treatment,  detergents,  nutrients,  mineral  salts,  radio¬ 
active  contaminants,  and  other  pollutants.  Very  little  research 
money  has  been  put  into  this  field  due  to  the  fact  that  sewage  re¬ 
search  activities  are  almost  entirely  dependent  on  public  support.  By 
comparison,  the  biological  know-how  in  industry  has  been  relatively 
far  advanced  by  the  heavy  investments  industry  has  allocated  to 
scientific  research. 

The  highest  degree  of  sewage  treatment  by  present  methods  is  gen¬ 
erally  called  complete  treatment,  that  is,  a  high  percentage  of  sus¬ 
pended  solids  and  biochemical  oxygen  demand  (b.o.d.)  is  removed. 
In  complete  treatment  employing  the  activated  sludge  process,  re¬ 
movals  of  85  to  95  percent  of  the  b.o.d.  and  85  to  90  percent  of  the 
suspended  solids  are  possible.  Generally  the  percentage  of  removal 
is  about  85  percent.  It  has  been  mentioned  that  in  1957,  the  dis¬ 
charge  of  treated  sewage  by  a  city  such  as  Chicago,  which  realized 
over  85-percent  removals,  has  the  same  effect  as  discharging  the  raw 
sewage  from  over  1  million  people. 

There  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  a  vigorous  research  attack  on 
waste  treatment  problems  would  lead  to  breakthroughs  and  new  proc¬ 
esses  which  will  make  it  possible  to  handle  ever-increasing  wasteloads, 
and  even  to  restore  streams  to  a  state  approaching  tlieir  original 
natural  purity.  Present  and  predicted  needs  reveal  that  a  basic 
research  project  should  be  initiated  immediately  because  it  would,  no 
doubt  take  some  time  before  the  results  would  have  a  significant  im¬ 
pact  on  municipal  sewage  treatment  facilities. 

If  all  waste  or  all  water  deteriorating  elements  could  be  removed 
by  treatment,  a  region’s  water  supply  could  be  used  over  and  over.. 
Even  though  removal  or  treatment  could  approach  100  percent,  there 
would  still  be  an  oxygen  demand  induced  by  treatment  itself,  which 
under  presently  known  technology,  can  be  offset  only  by  an  adequate 
flow  of  water  in  the  stream.  Also,  water  being  stored  and  released  at 
the  proper  time,  can  do  much  toward  reducing  the  temperature  of 
water  thus  reducing  the  polluting  effect  of  heat.  Water  of  good 
quality  could  be  stored  and  released  and  mixed  with  water  of  lesser 
quality  thereby,  perhaps  making  it  suitable  for  various  uses. 

Extension  of  Federal  enforcement  to  include  navigable  waters  as. 
well  as  interstate  waters,  would  seem  to  be  needed  in  view  of  the 
limitation  imposed  in  connection  with  enforcement  laws  now  in  effect. 
In  other  words,  many  coastal  waters  are  now  excluded  as  well  as 
waters,  although  they  may  be  navigable,  which  do  not  cross  or  form 
parts  of  State  boundaries.  In  addition,  it  would  be  helpful  to  States  in 
coping  with  water  pollution  problems,  if  the  Federal  Government  were 
permitted,  upon  request  of  the  Governor,  to  enter  into  intrastate  cases 
because  in  instances,  it  may  be  that  States  do  not  have  technicians. 
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available  who  can  collect  and  analyze  data  upon  which  to  proceed  in 
correcting  water  pollution  problems.  The  States  should,  however, 
exhaust  every  resource  available  to  them  before  asking  for  Federal 
assistance. 

The  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  authorizes  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  include  capacity  in  reservoirs  for 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies,  along  with  capacity  for  other 
purposes.  The  act  provides  for  the  repayment  of  these  costs  with 
interest.  It  provides  that  capacity  may  be  included  for  present  and 
anticipated  future  demands  and  that  not  to  exceed  30  percent  of  the 
total  cost  of  any  project  constructed  by  these  agencies,  may  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  anticipated  future  demands.  The  present  law  has  been  in¬ 
terpreted,  in  certain  instances,  to  mean  that  firm  contracts  must  be 
entered  into  for  that  portion  set  aside  for  future  demands,  as  well  as 
present  demands,  however,  the  original  intention  was  that  only 
“reasonable  assurances”  of  use  and  repayment  need  to  be  obtained 
with  respect  to  the  capacity  set  aside  for  future  demands.  There  is 
a  need  to  amend  this  particular  provision  because  in  many  instances, 
projects  are  being  planned  which,  along  with  flood  control,  hydro- 
power,  etc.,  offer  opportunities  for  the  storage  of  water  for  future 
municipal  and  industrial  demands,  but  there  is  no  entity  with  whom  to 
contract.  In  many  cases,  it  is  probable  that  if  an  adequate  quantity 
of  water  is  available,  the  natural  resources  of  an  area  will  be  developed 
whereas,  without  the  availability  of  such  a  supply,  there  would  be  no 
opportunity  for  such  development.  It  would  seem  that  when  reser¬ 
voir  projects  are  being  planned,  the  full  potentials  of  the  site  should 
be  developed  as  an  “insurance”  for  the  future.  It  would  appear  to 
be  appropriate  to  include  capacity  for  future  demands  on  the  basis  of 
studies  and  analysis  of  future  potential  uses  without  requiring  a  firm 
contract. 

Major  Provisions  of  Bill 

STORAGE  FOR  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL 

The  committee  is  increasingly  concerned  about  the  need  for  better 
utilizing  our  Nation’s  waters  and  particularly  with  respect  to  its 
impoundment  and  release  for  the  many  beneficial  demands  which  are 
present.  Therefore,  the  committee  has  added  language,  through  the 
bill  being  reported,  which  would  permit  the  inclusion  in  reservoirs  of 
capacity  for  water  which  would  be  used  in  improving  low  flow  condi¬ 
tions  which  create  loss  of  fish  and  aquatic  life  and  which  aggravate 
the  concentration  of  natural  and  manmade  pollution. 

RESEARCH  FACILITIES  AND  FUNDS 

The  committee  does  not  wish  to  encourage  the  widespread  use  of 
our  Nation’s  water  for  dilution  of  sewage  in  lieu  of  proper  treatment 
although  it  is  recognized  that  certain  amounts  of  water  will  be  re¬ 
quired.  Accordingly,  funds  in  the  amount  of  $10  million  would  be 
authorized  for  the  establishment  of  a  research  center  which  would 
include  facilities  for  developing  methods  for  treatment  and  handling 
of  pollutants.  It  is  also  expected  that  actual  experimentation  in  and 
the  development  of  new  types  of  treatment  plants  would  be  carried 
forward.  The  committee  recommends  $5  million  annually  for  5  years 
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to  carry  forward  such  a  research  program  and  is  hopeful  that  a  break¬ 
through  can  be  made  in  that  time,  if  not  earlier. 

In  addition  there  would  be  authorized  the  installation  of  field  or 
area  laboratories  and  headquarters  for  use  in  providing  technical  serv¬ 
ices  to  water  pollution  control  agencies.  These  services  consist  of 
evaluating  findings  with  respect  to  sources  of  pollution,  determining 
possible  means  of  isolating  natural  pollution  through  field  research 
and  studying  and  evaluating  pollution  problems  which  are  peculiar 
to  various  sections  of  the  country. 

The  bill  would  authorize  extension  of  the  program  to  fiscal  year 
1966  and  would  increase  the  annual  authorizations  from  $3  to  $5 
million.  The  following  is  a  table  showing  approximate  allotments  of 
program  grants,  required  matching  funds,  and  totals. 


Table  1. — Water  pollution  program  grants,  comparison  of  tentative  Federal  allot¬ 
ments,  State  and  local  funds  required,  and  totals 


State  or  interstate  agency 

Tentative 

Federal 

allotment 

Federal  share 
(percent)  of 
program  costs 

State  and 
local  funds 
required  for 
grant  of  full 
Federal 
allotment 

Totals 

Total _ 

$4,  500, 000 

$4, 578, 500 

$9, 078, 500 

Alabama _ _ _ 

94,300 

66% 

47,100 

141,400 

Alaska _  _ _ 

22,800 

40.82 

33,100 

55,900 

Arizona _  _ 

40,500 

54, 39 

34,000 

74,500 

Arkansas _  .  - _ 

64,  600 

66% 

32,300 

96,900 

California _  -  - _ 

242,  700 

39. 38 

373, 600 

616,  300 

Colorado.  _ _  .  .  -- 

47,  900 

51.41 

45,300 

93,200 

Connecticut _ _ _ _ 

79,800 

33.  64 

157,  400 

237,200 

Delaware _ _ 

49, 100 

33% 

98,300 

147,400 

District  of  Columbia _ _ 

50,900 

33% 

101, 800 

152,  700 

Florida _ 

106,  900 

54.  41 

89,600 

196,500 

Georgia  _ _ _ 

104,  700 

64. 67 

57,200 

161,900 

Hawaii _ 

42, 100 

51.72 

39,300 

81,400 

Idaho  _ _  _ 

32,200 

58. 95 

22,400 

54,600 

Illinois _  .  .  _  _ _ 

183, 100 

39.17 

284,  400 

467,  500 

Indiana  _ 

108,  300 

51.03 

103,  900 

212,  200 

Iowa _ _ _ _ 

70,  S00 

54.  44 

59, 300 

130, 100 

Kansas .  __  _  _ 

56,  900 

53.  91 

48,  700 

105, 600 

Kentucky..  _ _ _  _ _ 

86,800 

65.05 

46,600 

133, 400 

Louisiana _  _ _ 

87,900 

62.  95 

51,  800 

139, 700 

Maine..  _  _ 

41,600 

59.  14 

28,  700 

70,300 

Maryland.  _.  _ 

84,800 

45.  97 

99,600 

184,  400 

Massachusetts..  .  . 

124,  600 

43.  65 

160,  900 

285,  500 

Michigan  _ _ _ 

160, 000 

47.  04 

180, 100 

340, 100 

Minnesota _ 

81, 100 

54.  15 

68, 700 

149,  800 

Mississippi _ 

80,  300 

66% 

40, 100 

120,400 

Missouri _  _ _ _ 

94,  300 

51.  48 

88,  900 

183,  200 

Montana _ _ _ _  .  .  _ 

30,  200 

52.  96 

26,900 

57, 100 

Nebraska  _ _ — . 

44,000 

53.  55 

38, 100 

82, 100 

Nevada _ _ 

23,300 

37.71 

38, 400 

61,700 

New  Hampshire _ 

39,  400 

54.  27 

33, 200 

72,600 

New  Jersey _ _ 

133, 300 

39.  27 

206, 100 

339,  400 

New  Mexico  .  .  _  .  .. 

35, 500 

58.30 

25,  400 

60, 900 

New  York.  .  ...  ._  ._  ...  __ 

273, 100 

37.  3S 

457, 500 

730,  600 

North  Carolina. .  ...  .  _ 

125,  700 

66.44 

63,  500 

189,200 

North  Dakota..  _ 

32,  200 

62.88 

19, 000 

51, 200 

Ohio _  _ _ _ 

187,  300 

45.  49 

224,500 

411,800 

Oklahoma _ 

63,900 

59.09 

44,200 

108, 100 

Oregon _  _ _ _  ..  . 

49,500 

51.22 

47, 100 

96,600 

Pennsylvania _ _ _  _ 

215, 100 

48.07 

232,  400 

447,  500 

Rhode  Island _ _ _ 

60,400 

50.  55 

59, 100 

119,500 

South  Carolina _ .  _ 

81,500 

66% 

40,800 

122, 300 

South  Dakota..  _  _  _ _ 

33, 100 

62.  69 

19,700 

52,800 

Tennessee _  .  _ 

100, 300 

65.  27 

53,400 

153,  700 

Texas. .. _ _ _ _ _ 

175, 800 

55.73 

139, 600 

315,  400 

Utah _ _ 

35,500 

57.42 

26,400 

61,900 

Vermont _ _ _  ..  _ 

32,  500 

59.42 

22,200 

54,700 

Virginia _ 

95,  900 

58.11 

69, 100 

165, 000 

Washington _ _ _ 

65,300 

47.  54 

72,000 

137, 300 

West  Virginia _ _ _ 

61,700 

61.47 

38,700 

100,  400 

Wisconsin _  _ _ 

97, 800 

51.57 

91,800 

189,  600 

Wyoming _ _ _ _ _ _ 

24,900 

50.43 

24,400 

49,  300 
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Table  1. — Water  pollution  program  grants,  comparison  of  tentative  Federal  allot¬ 
ments,  State  and  local  funds  required,  and  totals — Continued 


State  or  interstate  agency 

Tentative 

Federal 

allotment 

Federal  share 
(percent)  of 
program  costs 

State  and 
local  funds 
required  for 
grant  of  full 
Federal 
allotment 

Totals 

Puerto  Rico _ _ _ _  __ 

$98, 900 

66% 

$49,500 

$148,400 

Virgin  Islands _ _ _ ...  . 

44,900 

66  % 

22,400 

67,  300 

Total _ 

500, 000 

686, 900 

1, 186, 900 

Bi-State  Development  Agency _ 

30, 200 

43.46 

39, 300 

69,500 

Interstate  Commission  on  the  Delaware  River 

Basin _  _ _ _ _ 

70, 200 

41.27 

100, 000 

170, 200 

Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River 

Basin _ _ _ 

39, 400 

50.79 

38, 100 

77,  500 

Interstate  Sanitation  Commission.. _ 

114, 300 

37.  41 

191,300 

305,  600 

Klamath  River  Compact  Commission _ 

12, 400 

39.09 

19, 300 

31,700 

New  England  Interstate  Water  Pollution 

Control  Commission... _  _ 

71, 500 

39. 81 

108, 100 

179, 600 

Ohio  River  Valley  Water  Sanitation  Commis- 

sion _ 

162, 000 

45.92 

190, 800 

352, 800 

GRANTS  FOR  WASTE  TREATMENT  PLANT  CONSTRUCTION 


Under  existing  law  there  is  authorized  $50  million  annually  in 
Federal  grants  to  communities  to  assist  them  in  construction  of  needed 
waste  treatment  facilities.  This  program  has  been  in  operation  since 
1956  and  the  results  of  the  program  since  that  time  have  indicated  the 
desirability  of  increasing  the  program  grants;  to  allow  for  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  unused  funds;  to  protect  the  present  qualified  applicants;  to 
permit  multimunicipal  developments,  and  to  provide  that  laborers 
and  mechanics  of  contractors  and  subcontractors  on  projects  for 
which  grants  are  made  shall  be  paid  prevailing  wages  in  the  locality. 

The  bill  provides  grants  in  the  amount  of  $70  million  for  fiscal  year 
1962;  $80  million  for  fiscal  year  1963;  90  million  for  1964;  $100  million 
for  fiscal  year  1965,  and  $100  million  for  fiscal  year  1966.  The  total 
allowable  for  any  one  project  is  30  percent  or  $500,000,  whichever  is 
the  lesser.  This  would  result  in  the  following  grants  for  various  sizes 
of  projects: 

Total  cost:  Project  grant 


$500,000 _ 

$1  million. 
§V/z  million 
$1%  million 
$2  million. . 


$150,  000 
300,  000 
400,  000 
i  500,  000 
500,  000 


1  Limit  for  1  project.  There  would  be  no  limitation  as  to  number  of  projects  which  could  be  included  in 
multimunicipal  arrangements. 


It  is  the  purpose  of  the  provision  relating  to  protection  of  previously 
filed  applications  not  exceeding  $250,000  to  insure  utilization  of  the 
increased  amounts  available  for  construction  grants  by  those  smaller 
communities  where  applications  have  been  filed  with  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  In  order  to  receive  grants,  such  projects  would  have  to  meet 
all  other  requirements  of  the  act,  and  State  laws  and  regulations, 
including  agreement  by  the  grantee  to  pay  the  remaining  cost  of  the 
project. 

The  purpose  of  the  provision  relating  to  multimunicipal  projects 
is  to  make  each  governmental  unit  served  by  the  project  eligible  for 
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a  construction  grant  and  it  is  applicable  to  projects  now  in  operation 
serving  more  than  one  municipality  as  well  as  prospective  joint 
projects.  The  committee  encourages  adjacent  communities  to  band 
together  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  joint  treatment  and 
disposal  works,  utilizing  such  financial  arrangements  and  methods  as 
authorized  by  State  statute.  In  addition,  the  committee  encourages 
adjacent  communities  to  avail  themselves  of  service  capacity  available 
in  presently  operating  projects  serving  more  than  one  municipality. 

The  following  tabulation  shows  the  amounts  to  which  each  State 
would  be  entitled  for  the  construction  of  waste  treatment  facilities: 


Table  2. — Grants  for  construction  of  waste  treatment  facilities 


State  allotments  based  on — 


Total.  . . . 

$50,000,000 

$70,000,000 

$80,000,000 

$90,000,000 

$100,000,000 

Alabama.  ..  _ _ _ _  . 

1,081,325 

1,  513,  855 

1,  730. 120 

1,  946,  385 

2, 162, 650 

Alaska _  _ 

376.  725 

527,  415 

602,  760 

678, 105 

753,  450 

Arizona _ _ _ 

627, 600 

878,  640 

1.  004, 160 

1, 129.  680 

1, 255, 200 

Arkansas _ 

949,  775 

1,  329, 685 

1,619,  640 

1,  709, 595 

1,  899, 550 

California _ 

2,  499,  925 

3,  499, 895 

3,  999,  880 

4,  499, 865 

4,  999, 850 

Colorado _ _  _  _ 

662,  275 

927, 185 

1,  059, 640 

1,192,095 

1, 324,  550 

Connecticut.  .  _ ...  .  . 

657,  000 

919,  800 

1, 051,  200 

1, 182,  600 

1,  314,  000 

Delaware . . . 

359, 125 

502, 775 

574,  600 

646, 425 

718, 250 

District  of  Columbia.  . . 

405, 650 

567, 910 

649, 040 

730, 170 

811,300 

Florida _  _  .. 

1, 129,  950 

1,581,930 

1,  807,  920 

2, 033,  910 

2, 259,  900 

Georgia  _  ...  _  .  .  . 

1, 121,500 

1,  570, 100 

1,794,  400 

2.018,700 

2,  243,000 

Hawaii  . 

510,  700 

714,  980 

817, 120 

919,  260 

1,021,400 

Idaho.. . . .  _  _ 

590,  025 

826, 035 

944, 040 

1,  062,  045 

1, 180, 050 

Illinois .  .  ...  _.  ... 

1,  723, 300 

2,  412,  620 

2.  757.  280 

3, 101,  940 

3,  446, 600 

Indiana _  _ _ 

1, 059, 125 

1,  482,  775 

1, 694,  600 

1,  906,  425 

2,118, 250 

Iowa  -  . 

828,  325 

1, 159,  655 

1,325,  320 

1,490,985 

1,  656.  650 

Kansas _ _  _ 

743,  575 

1,041,005 

1,189,720 

1,338,  435 

1,487,150 

Kentucky _ _ 

1,003,  275 

1,404,585 

1,  605,  240 

1,  805,  895 

2, 006,  550 

Louisiana  _  _ 

1,000,225 

1,400,  315 

1,600,  360 

1,800,405 

2.  000.  450 

Maine _ 

633,  900 

887,  460 

1,014,  240 

1,141,020 

1,267,800 

Maryland  _ _ 

805,170 

1,127,  245 

1,288,  280 

1,449,315 

1,610,350 

Massachusetts  . 

1.071,400 

1,499,960 

1,714,  240 

1,928,  520 

2. 142,  800 

Michigan _ _  _ ... 

1,462,  575 

2, 047.  605 

2,  340, 120 

2,  632,  635 

2,  925, 150 

Minnesota . . 

915,  800 

1,282,120 

1,465,280 

1,648,440 

1.831,600 

Mississippi .  ... 

1,100,  250 

1,  540,  350 

1,  760,  400 

1,980,450 

2,  200,  500 

Missouri . .  . . 

1,015,900 

1,  422,  260 

1,  625,  440 

1,828,620 

2, 031,  800 

Montana _  .  _ 

527,  675 

738,  745 

844,  280 

949, 815 

1.055,  350 

Nebraska . . . . 

634,  550 

888,  370 

1,015,280 

1,142,190 

1,  269, 100 

Nevada..  . .  .  ... 

367,  650 

514,  710 

588,  240 

661, 770 

735,  300 

New  Hampshire  . 

530,  800 

743, 120 

849,  280 

955,  440 

1, 061,  600 

New  Jersey.  _  .  . . . 

1,171,500 

1,640. 100 

1,  874,  400 

2, 108,  700 

2,  343, 000 

New  Mexico . 

621,375 

869,  925 

994, 200 

1,118,  475 

1,242,  750 

New  York. 

2,  635,  650 

3,  689,  910 

4,  217, 040 

4,  744, 170 

5,271,300 

North  Carolina _  . 

1,  236,  250 

1,  730,  750 

1,978, 000 

2,  225,  250 

2,  472,  500 

North  Dakota  . . . 

638, 050 

893,  270 

1,020,880 

1,148.  490 

1,276,100 

Ohio  . .  ...  . 

1.  710.  700 

2,  394, 980 

2,  737, 120 

3, 079,  260 

3, 421, 400 

Oklahoma _  .  . 

820,  325 

1, 148,455 

1,  312,  520 

1, 476,  585 

1,640,  650 

Oregon..  ...  ._  .  ...  _ 

662, 025 

927,  675 

1,060,  200 

1,  192,  725 

1.  325,  250 

Pennsylvania  . . 

1,951,250 

2,  731,  750 

3,122,000 

3,  512,  250 

3, 902,  500 

Rhode  Island. . 

531,875 

744,  625 

851,  000 

957,  375 

1,  063.  750 

South  Carolina.. . . .  ...  .  . 

1,  006,  675 

1,  409,  345 

1,  610,  680 

1,812,015 

2,  013,  350 

South  Dakota  ....  . . 

641,  875 

898,  625 

1,  027,  000 

1, 155,  375 

1,  283,  750 

Tennessee. . . . 

1,  079,  700 

1,511,580 

1,  727,  520 

1,943,  460 

2, 159,  400 

Texas  ...  _  . . 

1,  780,  000 

2,  492,  000 

2, 848,  000 

3.  204,  000 

3,  560,  000 

Utah _ _  _ _ _ 

602.900 

844,  060 

904,  640 

1,085,220 

1,  205, 800 

Vermont  .  — . . . . 

557,  725 

780,  815 

892,  360 

1,  003, 905 

1,115,  450 

Virginia..  .  _ 

1, 034,  075 

1,  447,  705 

1,  654,  520 

1,861,  335 

2,  068, 150 

Washington.  _ _ 

782,  500 

1,  095,  500 

1,  252,  000 

1, 408,  500 

1,  565, 000 

West  Virginia _ _ _ 

7S6, 875 

1, 101, 625 

1,259,000 

1,416,375 

1,  573,  750 

Wisconsin.  _ _  _ 

966, 075 

1.  352,  505 

1,  545,  720 

1,  738, 935 

1. 932, 150 

Wyoming _ _  _ _  .. 

458, 075 

641,  305 

732, 920 

824,  535 

916, 150 

Puerto  Rico.  _ _ _ _ 

1, 123,  850 

1,  573.  390 

1,  798, 160 

2,  022, 930 

2,  247,  700 

Virgin  Islands _ . . 

805,  000 

1, 127, 000 

1, 288. 000 

1.449,000 

1, 610, 000 
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ENFORCEMENT  MEASURES  AGAINST  POLLUTION  OF  NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

The  present  law  provides  for  Federal  control  of  pollution  of  inter¬ 
state  waters  and  only  where  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into  such 
waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a  tributary  of  such 
waters,  which  endangers  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State 
other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  originates. 

The  amendment  would  permit  abatement  action  on  navigable 
waters  by  the  Federal  Government.  When  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State,  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  originate,  the  Surgeon 
General,  in  his  own  initiative,  or  at  the  request  of  proper  State  officials, 
may  initiate  abatement  action.  The  amendment  will  also  permit 
Federal  action,  if  requested  by  the  Governor  of  a  State,  in  cases  where 
pollution  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  within  a 
particular  State. 

AMENDMENT  TO  WATER  SUPPLY  ACTjOF  ,1958 

The  present  law  provides  authority  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  include  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  capacity  in  reservoirs  under  then  jurisdiction.  The  present 
law,  among  other  things,  provides  that  not  to  exceed  30  percent  of  the 
total  cost  of  any  project  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated  future 
demands  where  State  or  local  interest  give  reasonable  assurances  that 
they  will  contract  for  the  use  of  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands 
within  a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  paying  out  the  costs  allocated 
to  water  supply  within  the  life  of  the  project.  The  latter  provision  in 
many  cases  places  an  undue  and  undesirable  restriction  on  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  capacity  for  future  use,  because  of  the  inability  of  many  com¬ 
munities,  and  perhaps  even  States,  to  assume  the  contractual  obliga¬ 
tions  implied.  Therefore,  in  order  to  permit  optimum  utilization  of 
the  limited  number  of  good  dam  and  reservoir  sites  remaining,  the 
requirement  for  the  communities  or  States,  with  respect  to  contractual 
arrangements,  should  be  liberalized.  Accordingly,  the  amendment, 
although  still  requiring  reasonable  assurances  of  the  use  of  storage  for 
future  water  supply,  would  permit  the  Federal  agency  concerned  to 
make  its  own  determination  of  future  water  supply  needs  and,  on  the 
basis  of  such  determination,  may  include  capacity  without  definite 
contractual  commitments  from  State  or  local  interests.  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  committee  that  the  Federal  agency  concerned  would 
make  appropriate  allocations  of  reservoir  capacity  for  present  demands 
and  determine  the  progressive  increments  which  should  be  placed  in 
the  present  demand  category  from  the  future  demand  reserve. 


S.  Kept.  353,  87-1 - 2 
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Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  Amended 
[33  U.S.C.  466-466k] 

AN  ACT  To  provide  for  water  pollution  control  activities  in  the  Public  Health 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Section  1.  (a)  In  connection  with  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  over 
the  waterways  of  the  Nation  and  in  consequence  of  the  benefits  result¬ 
ing  to  the  public  health  and  welfare  by  the  prevention  and  control  of 
water  pollution,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress  to 
recognize,  preserve,  and  protect  the  primary  responsibilities  and  rights 
of  the  States  in  preventing  and  controlling  water  pollution,  to  support 
and  aid  technical  research  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of 
water  pollution,  and  to  provide  Federal  technical  services  and  financial 
aid  to  State  and  interstate  agencies  and  to  municipalities  in  connection 
with  the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution.  To  this  end,  the 
Surgeon  General  of  the  Public  Health  Service  shall  administer  this 
Act  through  the  Public  Health  Service  and  under  the  supervision  and 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  impairing  or  in  any 
manner  affecting  any  right  or  jurisdiction  of  the  States  with  respect  to 
the  waters  (including  boundary  waters)  of  such  States. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PROGRAMS  FOR  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Surgeon  General  shall,  after  careful  investigation, 
and  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies,  with  State  water 
pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  and  with  the 
municipalities  and  industries  involved,  prepare  or  develop  compre¬ 
hensive  programs  for  eliminating  or  reducing  the  pollution  of  inter¬ 
state  waters  and  tributaries  thereof  and  improving  the  sanitary 
condition  of  surface  and  underground  waters.  In  the  development 
of  such  comprehensive  programs  due  regard  shall  be  given  to  the 
improvements  which  are  necessary  to  conserve  such  waters  for  public 
water  supplies,  propagation  of  fish  and  aquatic  life  and  wildlife, 
recreational  purposes,  and  agricultural,  industrial,  and  other  legiti¬ 
mate  uses.  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the  Surgeon  General  is 
authorized  to  make  joint  investigations  with  any  such  agencies  of 
the  condition  of  any  waters  in  any  State  or  States,  and  of  the  dis¬ 
charges  of  any  sewage,  industrial  wastes,  or  substance  which  may 
adversely  affect  such  waters. 

(b)(1)  In  the  survey  or  'planning  of  any  reservoir  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or  other  Federal  Agency,  considera¬ 
tion  shall  be  given  to  inclusion  of  storage  for  regulation  of  stream  flow  for 
the  purpose  of  water  quality  control,  except  that  any  such  storage  and 
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water  releases  shall  not  be  provided  as  a  substitute  for  adequate  treatment 
or  other  methods  of  controlling  waste  at  the  source. 

(2)  The  need  for  and  the  value  of  storage  for  this  purpose  shall  be 
determined  by  these  agencies,  with  the  advice  of  the  Surgeon  General, 
and  his  views  on  these  matters  shall  be  set  forth  in  any  report  or  presenta¬ 
tion  to  the  Congress  proposing  authorization  or  construction  of  any  reser¬ 
voir  including  such  storage. 

(3)  The  value  of  such  storage  shall  be  taken  into  account  in  determining 
the  economic  value  of  the  entire  project  of  which  it  is  a  part,  and  costs 
shall  be  allocated  to  the  purpose  of  water  quality  control  in  a  manner 
which  will  insure  that  all  project  purposes  share  equitably  in  the  benefits 
of  multiple-purpose  construction. 

(4)  Costs  of  water  quality  control  features  incorporated  in  any  Federal 
reservoir  or  other  impoundment  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be 
determined  and  the  beneficiaries  identified  and  if  the  benefits  are  wide¬ 
spread  or  national  in  scope,  the  costs  of  such  features  shall  be  non¬ 
reimbursable. 

INTERSTATE  COOPERATION  AND  UNIFORM^ LAWS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  encourage  cooperative  ac¬ 
tivities  by  the  States  for  the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollu¬ 
tion;  encourage  the  enactment  of  improved  and,  so  far  as  practicable, 
uniform  State  laws  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of  water 
pollution;  and  encourage  compacts  between  States  for  the  prevention 
and  control  of  water  pollution. 

(b)  The  consent  of  the  Congress  is  hereby  given  to  two  or  more 
States  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  agreements  or  compacts,  not  in  con¬ 
flict  with  any  law  or  treaty  of  the  United  States,  for  (1)  cooperative 
effort  and  mutual  assistance  for  the  prevention  and  control  of  water 
pollution  and  the  enforcement  of  their  respective  laws  relating  thereto, 
and  (2)  the  establishment  of  such  agencies,  joint  or  otherwise,  as  they 
may  deem  desirable  for  making  effective  such  agreements  and  com¬ 
pacts.  No  such  agreement  or  compact  shall  be  binding  or  obligatory 
upon  any  State  a  party  thereto  unless  and  until  it  has  been  approved 
by  the  Congress. 

RESEARCH,  INVESTIGATIONS,  TRAINING,  AND  INFORMATION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  conduct  in  the  Public 
Health  Service  and  encourage,  cooperate  with,  and  render  assistance 
to  other  appropriate  public  (whether  Federal,  State,  interstate,  or 
local)  authorities,  agencies,  and  institutions,  private  agencies  and  in¬ 
stitutions,  and  individuals  in  the  conduct  of,  and  promote  the  co¬ 
ordination  of,  research,  investigations,  experiments,  demonstrations, 
and  studies  relating  to  the  causes,  control,  and  prevention  of  water 
pollution.  In  carrying  out  the  foregoing,  the  Surgeon  General  is 
authorized  to — 

(1)  collect  and  make  available,  through  publications  and  other 
appropriate  means,  the  results  of  and  other  information  as  to 
research,  investigations,  and  demonstrations  relating  to  the  pre¬ 
vention  and  control  of  water  pollution,  including  appropriate 
recommendations  in  connection  therewith ; 


12  FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

(2)  make  grants-in-aid  to  public  or  private  agencies  and  in¬ 
stitutions  and  to  individuals  for  research  or  training  projects  and 
for  demonstrations,  and  provide  for  the  conduct  of  research, 
training,  and  demonstrations  by  contract  with  public  or  private 
agencies  and  institutions  and  with  individuals  without  regard  to 
sections  3648  and  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes; 

(3)  secure,  from  time  to  time  and  for  such  periods  as  he  deems 
advisable,  the  assistance  and  advice  of  experts,  scholars,  and 
consultants  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Administrative 
Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a); 

(4)  establish  and  maintain  research  fellowships  in  the  Public 
Health  Service  with  such  stipends  and  allowances,  including 
traveling  and  subsistence  expenses,  as  he  may  deem  necessary 
to  procure  the  assistance  of  the  most  promising  research  fellow¬ 
ships:  Provided,  That  the  total  sum  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  any  fiscal  year  for  fellowships  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
paragraph  shall  not  exceed  $100,000;  [andj 

(5)  provide  training  in  technical  matters  relating  to  the 
causes,  prevention,  and  control  of  water  pollution  to  personnel 
of  public  agencies  and  other  persons  with  suitable  qualifications 
[.];  and 

(6)  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  research  and  field  demon¬ 
stration  facilities,  giving  consideration  in  establishing  such  facilities 
to  locations  which  will  facilitate  cooperation  with  institutions  of 
higher  education,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  clause  ( A )  the 
Surgeon  General  may  acquire  land  and  interests  therein,  accept 
in  the  name  of  the  United  States  donations  of  property,  real  or 
personal,  subject  to  such  conditions  as  he  may  deem  appropriate, 
and  utilize  uncompensated  services,  (B)  the  Surgeon  General  may 
contract  or  make  other  arrangements  for  the  use  of  such  facilities 
as  he  may  determine,  and  ( C )  there  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  more  than  $10,000,000. 

(b)  The  Surgeon  General  may,  upon  request  of  any  State  water 
pollution  control  agency,  or  interstate  agency,  conduct  investi¬ 
gations  and  research  and  make  surveys  concerning  any  specific 
problem  of  water  pollution  confronting  any  State,  interstate  agency, 
community,  municipality,  or  industrial  plant,  with  a  view  of  recom¬ 
mending  a  solution  of  such  problem. 

(c)  The  Surgeon  General  shall,  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  having  related  responsibilities,  collect  and 
disseminate  basic  data  on  chemical,  physical,  and  biological  water 
quality  and  other  information  insofar  as  such  data  or  other  informa¬ 
tion  relate  to  water  pollution  and  the  prevention  and  control  thereof. 

id)  ( 1 )  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section  the  Surgeon 
General  shall  develop  and  demonstrate  under  varied  conditions  {including 
conducting  such  basic  and  applied  research,  studies,  and  experiments  as 
may  be  necessary) : 

(A)  Practicable  means  of  treating  municipal  sewage  and  other 
VMterborne  wastes  to  remove  the  maximum  possible  amounts  of 
physical,  chemical,  and  biological  pollutants  in  order  to  restore  and 
maintain  the  maximum  amount  of  the  Nation’s  water  at  a  quality 
suitable  for  repeated  reuse; 

(B)  Improved  methods  and  procedures  to  identify  and  measure 
the  effects  of  pollutants  on  water  uses,  including  those  pollutants 
created  by  new  technological  developments;  and 
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(C)  Methods  and  procedures  for  evaluating  the  effects  on  water 
quality  and  water  uses  of  augmented  streamflows  to  control  water 
pollution  not  susceptible  to  other  means  of  abatement. 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  there  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  not  more  than  $5,000,000  for  any  fiscal  year,  and  the  total  sum 
appropriated  for  such  purposes  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000. 

(e)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  field 
laboratory  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  one  to  be  located  in  the 
northeastern  area  of  the  United  States,  one  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  area, 
one  in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the  south¬ 
western  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one  in  the  State  of  Alaska, 
for  the  conduct  of  technical  investigations,  experiments,  field  demonstra¬ 
tions  and  studies,  and  training  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of 
water  pollution.  Insofar  as  practicable,  each  such  facility  shall  be  lo¬ 
cated  near  institutions  of  higher  learning  in  vihich  graduate  training  in 
such  activities  might  be  carried  out. 

GRANTS  FOR  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 
to  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  [June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000] 
June  30, 1966,  $5,000,000  for  grants  to  States  and  to  interstate  agencies 
to  assist  them  in  meeting  the  costs  of  establishing  and  maintaining 
adequate  measures  for  the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution. 

(b)  The  portion  of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)  for  a  fiscal  year  which  shall  be  available  for  grants  to  interstate 
agencies  and  the  portion  thereof  which  shall  be  available  for  grants  to 
States  shall  be  specified  in  the  Act  appropriating  such  sums. 

(c)  From  the  sums  available  therefor  for  any  fiscal  year  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  shall  from  time  to  time  make  allotments  to  the  several 
States,  in  accordance  with  regulations,  on  the  basis  of  (1)  the  popu¬ 
lation,  (2)  the  extent  of  the  water  pollution  problem,  and  (3)  the  finan¬ 
cial  need  of  the  respective  States. 

(d)  From  each  State’s  allotment  under  subsection  (c)  for  any  fiscal 
year  the  Surgeon  General  shall  pay  to  such  State  an  amount  equal  to 
its  Federal  share  (as  determined  under  subsection  (h))  of  the  cost  of 
carrying  out  its  State  plan  approved  under  subsection  (f),  including 
the  cost  of  training  personnel  for  State  and  local  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  work  and  including  the  cost  of  administering  the  State  plan. 

(e)  From  the  sums  available  therefor  for  any  fiscal  year  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  shall  from  time  to  time  make  allotments  to  interstate 
agencies,  in  accordance  with  regulations,  on  such  basis  as  the  Surgeon 
General  finds  reasonable  and  equitable.  He  shall  from  time  to  time 
pay  to  each  such  agency,  from  its  allotment,  an  amount  equal  to  such 
portion  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  its  plan  approved  under  subsection 
(f)  as  may  be  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations,  including 
the  cost  of  training  personnel  for  water  pollution  control  work  and 
including  the  cost  of  administering  the  interstate  agency’s  plan.  The 
regulations  relating  to  the  portion  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  the 
interstate  agency’s  plan  which  shall  be  borne  by  the  United  States 
shall  be  designed  to  place  such  agencies,  so  far  as  practicable,  on  a 
basis  similar  to  that  of  the  States. 
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(f)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  approve  any  plan  for  the  prevention 
and  control  of  water  pollution  which  is  submitted  by  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  or,  in  the  case  of  an  interstate  agency,  by 
such  agency,  if  such  plan— 

(1)  provides  for  administration  or  for  the  supervision  of 
administration  of  the  plan  by  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  or,  in  the  case  of  a  plan  submitted  by  an  interstate  agency, 
by  such  interstate  agency; 

(2)  provides  that  such  agency  will  make  such  reports,  in  such 
form  and  containing  such  information,  as  the  Surgeon  General 
may  from  time  to  time  reasonably  require  to  carry  out  his  func¬ 
tions  under  this  Act; 

(3)  sets  forth  the  plans,  policies,  and  methods  to  be  followed 
in  carrying  out  the  State  (or  interstate)  plan  and  in  its  admin¬ 
istration  ; 

(4)  provides  for  extension  or  improvement  of  the  State  or 
interstate  program  for  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution ; 
and 

(5)  provides  such  accounting,  budgeting,  and  other  fiscal 
methods  and  procedures  as  are  necessary  for  the  proper  and  effi¬ 
cient  administration  of  the  plan. 

The  Surgeon  General  shall  not  disapprove  any  plan  without  first 
giving  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agency  or  interstate  agency  which  has  sub¬ 
mitted  such  plan. 

(g)  (1)  Whenever  the  Surgeon  General,  after  reasonable  notice  and 
opportunity  for  hearing  to  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency  or 
interstate  agency  finds  that — 

(A)  the  plan  submitted  by  such  agency  and  approved  under 
this  section  has  been  so  changed  that  it  no  longer  complies  with 
a  requirement  of  subsection  (f)  of  this  section ;  or 

(B)  in  the  administration  of  the  plan  there  is  a  failure  to  com¬ 
ply  substantially  with  such  a  requirement, 

the  Surgeon  General  shall  notify  such  agency  that  no  further  pay¬ 
ments  will  be  made  to  the  State  or  to  the  interstate  agency,  as  the 
case  may  be,  under  this  section  (or  in  his  discretion  that  further  pay¬ 
ments  will  not  be  made  to  the  State,  or  to  the  interstate  agency,  for 
projects  under  or  parts  of  the  plan  affected  by  such  failure)  until  he 
is  satisfied  that  there  will  no  longer  be  any  such  failure.  Until  he  is 
so  satisfied,  the  Surgeon  General  shall  make  no  further  payments  to 
such  State,  or  to  such  interstate  agency,  as  the  case  may  be,  under  this 
section  (or  shall  limit  payments  to  projects  under  or  parts  of  the  plan 
in  which  there  is  no  such  failure) . 

(2)  If  any  State  or  any  interstate  agency  is  dissatisfied  with  the 
Surgeon  General’s  action  with  respect  to  it  under  this  subsection,  it 
may  appeal  to  the  United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the  circuit’in 
which  such  State  (or  any  of  the  member  States,  in  the  case  of  an 
interstate  agency)  is  located.  The  summons  and  notice  of  appeal  may 
be  served  at  any  place  in  the  United  States.  The  findings  of  fact  by 
the  Surgeon  General,  unless  contrary  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence, 
shall  be  conclusive;  but  the  court  for  good  cause  shown,  may  remand 
the  case  to  the  Surgeon  General  to  take  further  evidence,  and  the 
Surgeon  General  may  thereupon  make  new  or  modified  findings  of 
fact  and  may  modify  his  previous  action.  Such  new  or  modified  find- 
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ings  of  fact  shall  likewise  be  conclusive  unless  contrary  to  the  weight 
of  the  evidence.  The  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  affirm  the  action 
of  the  Surgeon  General  or  to  set  it  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part.  The 
judgment  of  the  court  shall  be  subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  upon  certiorari  or  certification  as  provided  in 
title  28,  United  States  Code,  section  1254. 

(h)  (1)  The  “Federal  share”  for  any  State  shall  be  100  per  centum 
less  that  percentage  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  50  per  centum  as 
the  per  capita  income  of  such  State  bears  to  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  United  States,  except  that  (A)  the  Federal  share  shall  in  no  case 
be  more  than  66%  per  centum  or  less  than  33%  per  centum,  and  (B) 
the  Federal  share  for  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  be  66% 
per  centum. 

(2)  The  “Federal  shares”  shall  be  promulgated  by  the  Surgeon 
General  between  July  1  and  September  30  of  each  even-numbered 
year,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  of  the  per  capita  incomes  of  the  States 
and  of  the  continental  United  States  for  the  three  most  recent  con¬ 
secutive  years  for  which  satisfactory  data  are  available  from  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  Such  promulgation  shall  be  conclusive 
for  each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning  July  1  next 
succeeding  such  promulgation:  Provided,  That  the  Federal  shares 
promulgated  by  the  Surgeon  General  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1956,  shall  be  conclusive 
for  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1956,  and  ending  June  30,  1959. 

(3)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  “United  States”  means  the 
fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(4)  Promulgations  made  before  satisfactory  data  are  available 
from  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  a  full  year  on  the  per  capita 
income  of  Alaska  shall  prescribe  a  Federal  share  for  Alaska  of  50  per 
centum  and,  for  purposes  of  such  promulgations,  Alaska  shall  not  be 
included  as  part  of  the  “United  States.”  Promulgations  made  there¬ 
after  but  before  per  capita  income  data  for  Alaska  for  a  full  three-year 
period  are  available  for  the  Department  of  Commerce  shall  be  based 
on  satisfactory  data  available  therefrom  for  Alaska  for  such  one  full 
year  or,  when  such  data  are  available  for  a  two-year  period,  for  such 
two  years. 

(i)  The  population  of  the  several  States  shall  be  determined  on 
the  basis  of  the  latest  figures  furnished  by  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce. 

(j)  The  method  of  computing  and  paying  amounts  pursuant  to 
subsection  (d)  or  (e)  shall  be  as  follows : 

(1)  The  Surgeon  General  shall,  prior  to  the  beginning  of  each 
calendar  quarter  or  other  period  prescribed  by  him,  estimate  the 
amount  to  be  paid  to  each  State  (or  to  each  interstate  agency  in  the 
case  of  subsection  (e))  under  the  provisions  of  such  subsection  for 
such  period,  such  estimate  to  be  based  on  such  records  of  the  State 
(or  the  interstate  agency)  and  information  furnished  by  it,  and  such 
other  investigation,  as  the  Surgeon  General  may  find  necessary. 

(2)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  pay  to  the  State  (or  to  the  inter¬ 
state  agency),  from  the  allotment  available  therefor,  the  amount  so 
estimated  by  him  for  any  period,  reduced  or  increased,  as  the  case 
may  be,  by  any  sum  (not  previously  adjusted  under  this  paragraph) 
by  which  he  finds  that  his  estimate  of  the  amount  to  be  paid  such 
State  (or  such  interstate  agency)  for  any  prior  period  under  such 
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subsection  was  greater  or  less  than  the^amount  which  should  have 
been  paid  to  such  State  (or  such  agency)  for  such  prior  period  under 
such  subsection.  Such  payments  shall  be  made  through  the  disburs¬ 
ing  facilities  of  the  Treasury  Department,  in  such  installments  as  the 
Surgeon  General  may  determine. 

GRANTS  FOR  CONSTRUCTION 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  Surgeon  General  is  authorized  to  make  grants  to 
any  State,  municipality,  or  intermunicipal  or  interstate  agency  for 
the  construction  of  necessary  treatment  works  to  prevent  the  discharge 
of  untreated  or  inadequately  treated  sewage  or  other  waste  into  any 
waters  and  for  the  purpose  of  reports,  plans,  and  specifications  in 
connection  therewith. 

(b)  Federal  grants  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  limitations:  (1)  No  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  unless  such  project  shall  have  been  approved  by 
the  appropriate  State  water  pollution  control  agency  or  agencies  and 
by  the  Surgeon  General  and  unless  such  project  is  included  in  a  com¬ 
prehensive  program  developed  pursuant  to  this  Act;  (2)  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  in  this  clause,  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  in 
an  amount  exceeding  30  per  centum  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost 
thereof  as  determined  by  the  Surgeon  General  or  in  an  amount  ex¬ 
ceeding  £$250,000]  $500,000,  whichever  is  the  smaller:  Provided, 
That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the  remaining  cost[;]:  Provided  fur- 
ther,  That  no  grant  of  more  than  $250,000  shall  be  approved  for  a  project 
in  any  State  until  all  previously  filed  qualified  applications  from  that 
State  and  political  subdivisions  thereof  for  grants  not  exceeding  $250,000 
have  first  been  approved:  Provided  further,  That,  in  the  case  of  a  project 
which  will  serve  more  than  one  municipality,  the  Surgeon  General  shall, 
on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable,  allocate  to 
each  municipality  to  be  served  by  such  project  its  share  of  the  estimated 
reasonable  cost  of  such  project,  and  shall  then  apply  the  limitations  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  clause  {2)  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a  separate  project 
to  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant  which  could  be  made 
under  this  section  with  respect  to  each  such  share,  and  the  total  of  all  the 
amounts  so  determined  shall  be  the  maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which 
may  be  made  under  this  section  on  account  of  such  project;  (3)  no  grant 
shall  be  made  for  any  project  under  this  section  until  the  applicant 
has  made  provision  satisfactory  to  the  Surgeon  General  for  assuring 
proper  and  efficient  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  treatment  works 
after  completion  of  the  construction  thereof;  and  (4)  no  grant  shall 
be  made  for  any  project  under  this  section  unless  such  project  is  in 
conformity  with  the  State  water  pollution  control  plan  submitted 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  5  and  has  been  certified  by  the 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  as  entitled  to  priority  over  other 
eligible  projects  on  the  basis  of  financial  as  well  as  water  pollution 
control  needs. 

(c)  In  determining  the  desirability  of  projects  for  treatment  works 
and  of  approving  Federal  financial  aid  in  connection  therewith,  con¬ 
sideration  shall  be  given  by  the  Surgeon  General  to  the  public  bene¬ 
fits  to  be  derived  by  the  construction  and  the  propriety  of  Federal 
aid  in  such  construction,  the  relation  of  the  ultimate  cost  of  construct¬ 
ing  and  maintaining  the  works  to  the  public  interest  and  to  the  public 
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necessity  for  the  works,  and  the  adequacy  of  the  provisions  made  or 
proposed  by  the  applicant  for  such  Federal  financial  aid  for  assuring 
proper  and  efficient  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  treatment  works 
after  completion  of  the  construction  thereof.  The  sums  appropriated 
pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  allotted  by  the 
Surgeon  General  from  time  to  tune,  in  accordance  with  regulations, 
as  follows:  (1)  50  per  centum  of  such  sums  in  the  ratio  that  the 
population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  population  of  all  the  States, 
and  (2)  50  per  centum  of  such  sums  in  the  ratio  that  the  quotient 
obtained  by  dividing  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States  by 
the  per  capita  income  of  each  State  bears  to  the  sum  of  such  quotients 
for  all  the  States.  [The  allotment  of  a  State  under  the  preceding 
sentence  shall  be  available,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  for  payments  with  respect  to  projects  in  such  State  which 
have  been  approved  under  this  section.]  Sums  allotted  to  a  State 
under  the  preceding  sentence  which  are  not  obligated  at  the  end  oj  the 
fiscal  year  jollowing  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  were  allotted  because 
oj  lack  oj  projects  which  have  been  approved  by  a  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  under  subsection  (b)(1)  of  this  section  or  certified  as 
entitled  to  priority  under  subsection  (b)(4)  oj  this  section,  shall  be  re¬ 
allotted  by  the  Surgeon  General,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  reasonable 
and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regulations  promulgated  by  him, 
to  States  having  projects  approved  under  this  section  for  which  grants 
have  not  been  made  because  of  lack  ojjunds.  Any  sum  made  available 
to  a  State  by  reallotment  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in  addition 
to  any  funds  otherwise  allotted  to  such  State  under  this  Act.  The  allot¬ 
ments  of  a  State  under  the  second  and.  third  sentences  of  this  subsection 
shall  be  available,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  oj  this  section,  for 
payments  with  respect  to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved 
under  this  section.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  population  shall  be 
determined  on  the  basis  of  the  latest  decennial  census  for  which  figures 
are  available,  as  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  per 
capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  shall  be 
determined  on  the  basis  of  the  average  of  the  per  capita  incomes  of 
the  States  and  of  the  continental  United  States  for  the  three  most 
recent  consecutive  years  for  which  satisfactory  data  are  available 
from  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

[(d)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal 
year  the  sum  of  $50,000,000  for  the  purpose  of  making  grants  under 
this  section:  Provided,  That  the  aggregate  of  sums  so  appropriated 
shall  not  exceed  $500,000,000.  Sums  so  appropriated  shall  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  at  least  50  per  centum  of  the 
funds  so  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  used  for  grants  for 
the  construction  of  treatment  works  servicing  municipalities  of  one 
hundred  and  twenty-five  thousand  population  or  under.] 

(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  for  the  purpose  oj 
making  grants  under  this  section,  $70,000,000  j or  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1962,  $80,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963, 
$90,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  196 j,  $100,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  and  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
year  ending  June  30,  1966.  Sums  so  appropriated  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

(e)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  make  payments  under  this  section 
through  the  disbursing  facilities  of  the  Department  of  the  Treasury. 
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Funds  so  paid  shall  be  used  exclusively  to  meet  the  cost  of  construction 
of  the  project  for  which  the  amount  was  paid.  As  used  in  this  section 
the  term  “construction”  includes  preliminary  planning  to  determine  the 
economic  and  engineering  feasibility  of  treatment  works,  the  engineer¬ 
ing,  architectural,  legal,  fiscal,  and  economic  investigations  and 
studies,  surveys,  designs,  plans,  working  drawings,  specifications,  pro¬ 
cedures,  and  other  action  necessary  to  the  construction  of  treatment 
works;  and  the  erection,  building,  acquisition,  alteration,  remodeling, 
improvement,  or  extension  of  treatment  woi’ks;  and  the  inspection 
and  supervision  of  the  construction  of  treatment  works. 

The  Surgeon  General  shall  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary 
to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or 
subcontractors  on  projects  for  which  grants  are  made  under  this  section 
shall  be  paid  wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same 
type  of  work  on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  March  8, 
1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  (4-6  Stat.  Lj9j;  4-0 
U.S.C.,  sec.  276a  through  276a-5). 

WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ADVISORY  BOARD 

Sec.  7.  (a)(1)  There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Public  Health 
Service  a  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board,  composed  of  the 
Surgeon  General  or  a  sanitary  engineer  officer  designated  by  him,  who 
shall  be  chairman,  and  nine  members  appointed  by  the  President  none 
of  whom  shall  be  Federal  officers  or  employees.  The  appointed  mem¬ 
bers,  having  due  regard  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  selected 
from  among  representatives  of  various  State,  interstate  and  local  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies,  of  public  or  private  interests  contributing  to, 
affected  by,  or  concerned  with  water  pollution,  and  of  other  public  and 
private  agencies,  organizations,  or  groups  demonstrating  an  active 
interest  in  the  field  of  water  pollution  prevention  and  control,  as  well 
as  other  individuals  who  are  expert  in  this  field. 

(2)  (A)  Each  member  appointed  by  the  President  shall  hold  office 
for  a  term  of  three  years,  except  that  (i)  any  member  appointed  to  fill 
a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his 
predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of 
such  term,  and  (ii)  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members  first  taking  office 
after  June  30,  1956,  shall  expire  as  follows:  three  at  the  end  of  one  year 
after  such  date,  three  at  the  end  of  two  years  after  such  date,  and  three 
at  the  end  of  three  years  after  such  date,  as  designated  by  the  President 
at  the  time  of  appointment.  None  of  the  members  appointed  by  the 
President  shall  be  eligible  for  reappointment  within  one  year  after  the 
end  of  his  preceding  term,  but  terms  commencing  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1956  shall 
not  be  deemed  ‘preceding  terms’  for  purposes  of  this  sentence. 

(B)  The  members  of  the  Board  who  are  not  officers  or  employees  of 
the  United  States,  while  attending  conferences  or  meetings  of  the 
Board  or  while  otherwise  serving  at  the  request  of  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  a  rate  to  be  fixed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  but  not  exceeding 
$50  per  diem,  including  travel  time,  and  while  away  from  their  homes 
or  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law  (5 
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U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the  Government  service  employed 
intermittently. 

(b)  The  Board  shall  advise,  consult  with,  and  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  Surgeon  General  on  matters  of  policy  relating  to  the  activ¬ 
ities  and  functions  of  the  Surgeon  General  under  this  Act. 

(c)  Such  clerical  and  technical  assistance  as  may  be  necessary  to 
discharge  the  duties  of  the  Board  shall  be  provided  from  the  personnel 
of  the  Public  Health  Service. 

ENFORCEMENT  MEASURES  AGAINST  POLLUTION  OF  [INTERSTATE] 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  [interstate]  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  the  matter  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into  such  waters  or 
reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a  tributary  of  such  waters), 
which  endangers  the  health  or  welfare  of  any  persons  [in  a  State  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  originates],  shall  be  subject  to  abate¬ 
ment  as  [herein]  provided [.]  in  this  Act. 

(b)  Consistent  with  the  policy  declaration  of  this  Act,  State  and 
interstate  action  to  abate  pollution  of  interstate  waters  shall  be  en¬ 
couraged  and  shall  not,  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  or  pursuant 
to  court  order  under  subsection  (g),  be  displaced  by  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment  action. 

[(c)  (1)  Whenever  the  Surgeon  General,  on  the  basis  of  reports, 
surveys,  or  studies,  has  reason  to  believe  that  any  pollution  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a)  is  occurring,  or  whenever  requested  by  a  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  or  the  Governor  of  any  State,  he  shall  give 
formal  notification  of  any  such  pollution  to  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States 
where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  contributing  to  such 
pollution  originates  and  shall  call  promptly  a  conference  of  the  State 
water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if  any,  of  the 
State  or  States  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  contribut¬ 
ing  to  such  pollution  originates  and  of  the  State  or  States  claiming  to 
be  adversely  affected  by  such  pollution.] 

(c) (1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any  State  or  a  Stats 
water  pollution  control  agency,  the  Surgeon  General  shall,  if  such  request 
refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or 
welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or 
discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give 
formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  inter¬ 
state  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where  such  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  originate  and  shall  call  promptly  a  conference  of  such  agency  or 
agencies  and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate 
agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States,  if  any,  which  may  be  adversely 
affected  by  such  pollution.  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any 
State,  the  Surgeon  General  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of 
navigable  waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  only 
in  the  requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or 
contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give  formal  notification  thereof 
to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the 
requesting  State  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall 
promptly  call  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State 
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water  pollution  control  agency  and,  interstate  agency ,  ij  any,  of  the 
requesting  State,  unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Surgeon  General,  the 
effect  of  such  pollution  on  the  legitimate  uses  of  the  waters  is  not  of  such 
significance  to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction  under  this  section. 
The  Surgeon  General  shall  also  call  such  a  conference  whenever,  on  the 
basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  any 
pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and  endangering  the  health  or 
welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or 
discharges  originate  is  occurring. 

2.  The  agencies  called  to  attend  such  conference  may  bring  such 
persons  as  they  desire  to  the  conference.  Not  less  than  three  weeks’ 
prior  notice  of  the  conference  date  shall  be  given  to  such  agencies. 

(3)  Following  this  conference,  the  Surgeon  General  shall  prepare 
and  forward  to  all  the  water  pollution  control  agencies  attending  the 
conference  a  summary  of  conference  discussions  including  (A)  occur¬ 
rence  of  pollution  of  [interstate]  navigable  waters  subject  to  abatement 
under  this  Act;  (B)  adequacy  of  measures  taken  toward  abatement  of 
the  pollution;  and  (C)  nature  of  delays,  if  any,  being  encountered  in 
abating  the  pollution. 

(d)  If  the  Surgeon  General  believes,  upon  the  conclusion  of  the 
conference  or  thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward  abatement  of 
such  pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that  the  health  or  welfare  of 
[persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  originates] 
any  persons  is  being  endangered,  he  shall  recommend  to  the  appropriate 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  that  it  take  necessary  remedial 
action.  The  Surgeon  General  is  to  allow  at  least  six  months  for  the 
taking  of  such  action. 

(e)  If  such  remedial  action  is  not  taken  or  action  reasonably  cal¬ 
culated  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  taken,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall  call  a  public  hearing, 
to  be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the  places  where  the  discharge  or 
discharges  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution  originated,  before 
a  board  of  five  or  more  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  Each 
State  in  which  any  discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollu¬ 
tion  originates  and  each  State  claiming  to  be  adversely  affected  bv  such 
pollution  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to  select  one  member  of  the 
board  and  at  least  one  member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce,  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the  board  shall  be 
persons  other  than  officers  or  employees  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.  At  least  three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  said 
hearing  shall  be  given  to  the  State  water  pollution  control  agencies 
and  interstate  agencies,  if  any,  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hearing 
and  the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters.  On  the  basis  of  the  evidence 
presented  at  such  hearing,  the  board  shall  make  findings  as  to  whether 
pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  is  occurring  and  whether  effec¬ 
tive  progress  toward  abatement  thereof  is  being  made.  If  the  board 
finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and  effective  progress  toward  abate¬ 
ment  is  not  being  made  it  shall  make  recommendations  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Concerning  the  measures,  if 
any,  which  it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  secure  abatement 
of  such  pollution.  The  Secretary  shall  send  such  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  person  or  persons  discharging  any  matter  causing 
or  contributing  to  such  pollution,  together  with  a  notice  specifying  a 
reasonable  time  (not  less  than  six  months)  to  secure  abatement  of 
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such  pollution,  and  shall  also  send  such  findings  and  recommendations 
and  such  notice  to  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  and  to  the 
interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where  such  discharge 
or  discharges  originate. 

(f)  If  action  reasonably  calculated  to  secure  abatement  of  the  pollu¬ 
tion  within  the  time  specified  in  the  notice  following  the  public  hearing 
is  not  taken,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  with 
the  written  consent  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  (or 
any  officer  or  employee  authorized  to  give  such  consent)  of  the  State 
or  States  where  the  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  the  pollution 
is  discharged  or  at  the  written  request  of  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  (or  any  officer  or  employee  authorized  to  make  such 
request)  of  any  other  State  or  States  where  the  health  or  welfare  of 
persons  is  endangered  by  such  pollution,  may  request  the  Attorney 
General  to  bi'ing  a  suit  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  to  secure 
abatement  of  the  pollution. 

(g)  The  court  shall  receive  in  evidence  in  any  such  suit  a  transcript 
of  the  proceedings  before  the  Board  and  a  copy  of  the  Board’s  recom¬ 
mendations  and  shall  receive  such  further  evidence  as  the  court  in  its 
discretion  deems  proper.  The  court,  giving  due  consideration  to  the 
practicability  and  to  the  physical  and  economic  feasibility  of  securing 
abatement  of  any  pollution  proved,  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enter 
such  judgment,  and  orders  enforcing  such  judgment,  as  the  public 
interest  and  the  equities  of  the  case  may  require. 

(h)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  "person”  includes  an  indi¬ 
vidual,  corporation,  partnership,  association,  State,  municipality,  and 
political  subdivision  of  the  State. 

COOPERATION  TO  CONTROL  POLLUTION  FROM  FEDERAL  INSTALLATIONS 

Sec.  9.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  intent  of  the  Congress  that 
any  Federal  department  or  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  any  build¬ 
ing,  installation,  or  other  property  shall,  insofar  as  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  interests  of  the  United  States  and  within  any 
available  appropriations,  cooperate  with  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  and  with  any  State  or  interstate  agency  or 
municipality  having  jurisdiction  over  waters  into  which  any  matter  is 
discharged  from  such  property,  in  preventing  or  controlling  the  pollu¬ 
tion  of  such  waters. 

ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Surgeon  General  is  authorized  to  prescribe  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  his  functions  under  this  Act. 
All  regulations  of  the  Surgeon  General  under  this  Act  shall  be  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
The  Surgeon  General  may  delegate  to  any  officer  or  employee  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  such  of  his  powers  and  duties  under  this  Act, 
except  the  making  of  regulations,  as  he  may  deem  necessary  or 
expedient. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  with  the 
consent  of  the  head  of  any  other  agency  of  the  United  States,  may 
utilize  such  officers  and  employees  of  such  agency  as  may  be  found 
necessary  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 
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(c)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  Act. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  11.  When  used  in  this  Act — 

(a)  The  term  “State  water  pollution  control  agency”  means  the 
State  health  authority,  except  that,  in  the  case  of  any  State  in  which 
there  is  a  single  State  agency,  other  than  the  State  health  authority, 
charged  with  responsibility  for  enforcing  State  laws  relating  to  the 
abatement  of  water  pollution,  it  means  such  other  State  agency. 

(b)  The  term  “interstate  agency”  means  an  agency  of  two  or  more 
States  established  by  or  pursuant  to  an  agreement  or  compact 
approved  by  the  Congress,  or  any  other  agency  of  two  or  more 
States,  having  substantial  powers  or  duties  pertaining  to  the  control 
of  pollution  of  waters. 

(c)  The  term  “treatment  works”  means  the  various  devices  used  in 
the  treatment  of  sewage  or  industrial  wastes  of  a  liquid  nature,  in¬ 
cluding  the  necessary  intercepting  sewers,  outfall  sewers,  pumping, 
power,  and  other  equipment,  and  their  appurtenances,  and  includes 
any  extensions,  improvements,  remodeling,  additions,  and  alterations 
thereof. 

(d)  The  term  “State”  means  a  State,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Puerto  Pico,  or  the  Virgin  Islands. 

(e)  The  term  “interstate  waters”  means  all  rivers,  lakes,  and  other 
waters  that  flow  across,  or  form  a  part  of,  boundaries  between  two 
or  more  States. 

(f)  The  term  “municipality”  means  a  city,  town,  borough,  county, 
parish,  district,  or  other  public  body  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State 
law  and  having  jurisdiction  over  disposal  of  sewage,  industrial  wastes, 
or  other  wastes. 


OTHER  AUTHORITY  NOT  AFFECTED 

Sec.  12.  This  Act  shall  not  be  construed  as  (_1)  superseding  or 
limiting  the  functions,  under  any  other  law,  of  the  Surgeon  General 
or  of  the  Public  Health  Service,  or  of  any  other  officer  or  agency  of  the 
United  States,  relating  to  water  pollution,  or  (2)  affecting  or  impair¬ 
ing  the  provisions  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act,  1924,  or  sections  13  through 
17  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  March  3,  1899,  as  amended, 
or  (3)  affecting  or  impairing  the  provisions  of  any  treaty  of  the  United 
States. 

SEPARABILITY 

Sec.  13.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act,  or  the  application  of  any 
provision  of  this  Act  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the 
application  of  such  provision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances,  and 
the  remainder  of  this  Act,  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  14.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act”. 

Water  Supply  Act  of  1958 
[43  U.S.C.  390b] 

Sec.  301.  (a)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Congress 
to  recognize  the  primary  responsibilities  of  the  States  and  local 
interests  in  developing  water  supplies  for  domestic,  municipal,  indus¬ 
trial,  and  other  purposes  and  that  the  Federal  Government  should 
participate  and  cooperate  with  States  and  local  interests  in  developing 
such  water  supplies  in  connection  with  the  construction,  maintenance, 
and  operation  of  Federal  navigation,  flood  control,  irrigation,  or 
multiple  purpose  projects. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  the  policy  set  forth  in  this  section,  it  is  hereby 
provided  that  storage  may  be  included  in  any  reservoir  project  sur¬ 
veyed,  planned,  constructed  or  to  be  planned,  surveyed  and  or  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  or  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
to  impound  water  for  present  or  anticipated  future  demand  or  need 
for  municipal  or  industrial  water,  and  the  reasonable  value  thereof 
may  be  taken  into  account  in  estimating  the  economic  value  of  the  en¬ 
tire  project:  [ Provided ,  That  before  construction  or  modification  of 
any  project  including  water  supply  provisions  is  initiated,  State  or 
local  interests  shall  agree  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  such  provisions  on  the 
basis  that  all  authorized  purposes  served  by  the  project  shall  share 
equitably  in  the  benefits  of  multiple  purpose  construction  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
as  the  case  may  be:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  30  per 
centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  any  project  may  be  allocated  to 
anticipated  future  demands  where  States  or  local  interests  give  rea¬ 
sonable  assurances  that  they  will  contract  for  the  use  of  storage  for 
anticipated  future  demands  within  a  period  of  time  which  will  permit 
paying  out  the  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  within  the  life  of  the 
project!  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  construction  or  modification 
authorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  determined  on  the 
basis  that  all  authorized  purposes  served  by  the  project  shall  share  equitably 
in  the  benefits  of  multiple  purpose  construction,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  as  the  case  may  be: 
Provided  further,  That  before  construction  or  modification  of  any  project 
including  water  supply  provisions  for  present  demand  is  initiated,  State 
or  local  interests  shall  agree  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  such  provisions  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section:  And  provided  further, 
That  not  to  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  any  project 
may  be  allocated  to  anticipated  future  demands  where  State  or  local  inter¬ 
ests  give  reasonable  assurances ,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such  demands 
for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within  a  period  of  time  which  will 
permit  paying  out  the  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  within  the  life  of 
the  project-.  And  provided  further ,  That  the  entire  amount  of  the  con¬ 
struction  costs,  including  interest  during  construction,  allocated  to 
water  supply  shall  be  repaid  within  the  life  of  the  project  but  in  no 
event  to  exceed  fifty  years  after  the  project  is  first  used  for  the  stor¬ 
age  of  water  for  water  supply  purposes,  except  that  (1)  no  payment 
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need  be  made  with  respect  to  storage  for  future  water  supply  until 
such  supply  is  first  used,  and  (2)  no  interest  shall  be  charged  on  such 
cost  until  such  supply  is  first  used,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  interest- 
free  period  exceed  ten  years.  The  interest  rate  used  for  purposes  of 
computing  interest  during  construction  and  interest  on  the  unpaid 
balance  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of 
the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  construction  is  initiated,  on 
the  basis  of  the  computed  average  interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treas¬ 
ury  upon  its  outstanding  marketable  public  obligations,  which  are 
neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  date  of 
issue.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  insofar  as  they  relate  to  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  be  alter¬ 
native  to  and  not  a  substitute  for  the  provisions  of  the  Reclamation 
Projects  Act  of  1939  (53  Stat.  1187)  relating  to  the  same  subject. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  modify 
the  provisions  of  section  1  and  section  8  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1944  (58  Stat.  887),  as  amended  and  extended,  or  the  provisions  of 
section  8  of  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902  (32  Stat.  390). 

(d)  Modifications  of  a  reservoir  project  heretofore  authorized,  sur¬ 
veyed,  planned,  or  constructed  to  include  storage  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (b),  which  would  seriously  affect  the  purposes  for  which  the 
project  was  authorized,  surveyed,  planned,  or  constructed,  or  which 
would  involve  major  structural  or  operational  changes  shall  be  made 
only  upon  the  approval  of  Congress  as  now  provided  by  law. 

o 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  5  (legislative  clay,  January  4),  1961 

Mr.  Kerr  (for  himself,  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota, 
Mr.  Bennett,  Mr.  Monroney,  Mrs.  Neuberger,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough,  Mr.  Long  of  Missouri,  and  Mr.  Hart)  introduced  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

June  7, 1961 

Reported  by  Mr.  Kerr,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  2  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 

4  is  amended  by  inserting  “  (a)  ”  after  “Sec.  2.”  and  by  insert- 

5  ing  at  the  end  of  such  section  the  following: 

6  (b)  (1)  Amy  Federal  ageney  whieh-,  alter  the  date 

7  of  enaetment  ef  this  snhseetionT  is  initiating  plans  for  any 

8  reservoir  or  other  water  impoundment  on  interstate  waters 

9  shall  notify  the  Surgeon  General  of  the  initiation  of  sueh 
10  plans.  The  Surgeon  General  shall,  in  any  ease  where  it 


I 


2 


1  ^ould  promote  water  pollotien  control  in  swb  watery  ree- 

2  ommcnd  storage  needs?  flew  regulations?  and  <dker  wat('f 

3  control  features  with  respect  te  sueb  reservoir  or 

4  iMpeundment  which  ore  necessary  far  seek  polkiti^ 

5  mu!  *flafl  recommend  seek  features  to  seek  agency  for  incer- 

6  poratfoe  wherever  possible  m  such  plans,  Any  report  to 

7  Congress  reeannnendmg  authorisation  of  seek  plans  shaft 

8  include  any  such  rec  onnn  end  at  i  ons  by  the  Surgeon  General 

9  Mai  the  extent  to  which  they  were  incorporated  in  the  ree- 

11  » li  ia  tlie  intent  of  Gongress  that  heneflts  resulting 

12  laom  water  quality  control  features  incorporated  in  any  ¥ed- 

13  ei-al  reservoir  or  other  impoundment  under  the  provisions  of 

14  44*  ^<4  4adl  he  evaluated  and  the  beneficiaries  determined? 

15  Mid  if  heneflts  are  widespread  or  national  in  scope  or  if  the 

16  principal  beneficiary  is  the  general  piddle  in  the  area  the 
1"  costs  of  such  features  should  he  nonreimbursable^1 

18  “ (b)(1)  In  the  survey  or  'planning  of  any  reservoir  by 

19  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or  other 
29  Federal  agency,  consideration  shall  be  given  to  inclusion  of 

21  storage  for  regulation  of  stream  flow  for  the  purpose  of  water 

22  quality  control,  except  that  any  such  storage  and  water 

23  releases  shall  not  be  provided  as  a  substitute  for  adequate 

24  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  waste  at  the  source. 

25  “(2)  The  need  for  and  the  value  of  storage  for  this 
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purpose  shall  he  determined  by  these  agencies,  with  the  ad¬ 
vice  of  the  Surgeon  General,  and  his  views  on  these  matters 
shall  he  set  forth  in  any  report  or  presentation  to  the  Congress 
proposing  authorization  or  construction  of  any  reservoir 
including  such  storage. 

“(3)  The  value  of  such  storage  shall  he  taken  into 
account  in  determining  the  economic  value  of  the  entire  project 
of  uhich  it  is  a  part,  and  costs  shall  he  allocated  to  the  purpose 
of  water  quality  control  in  a  manner  which  will  insure  that 
all  project  purposes  share  equitably  in  the  benefits  of  multiple- 
purpose  construction. 

“(4)  Costs  of  water  quality  control  features  incorporated 
in  any  Federal  reservoir  or  other  impoundment  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  shall  he  determined  and  the  beneficiaries 
identified  and  if  the  benefits  are  widespread  or  national  in 
scope,  the  costs  of  such  features  shall  he  nonreimbursable  A 
Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  4(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the 
end  of  clause  (4) ,  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and 
the  word  “and”,  and  by  inserting  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following: 

“(6)  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  research  and 
field  demonstration  facilities,  giving  consideration  in 
establishing  such  facilities  to  locations  which  will  facili- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


4 


fate  cooperation  with  institutions  of  higher  education, 
and  for  the  purposes  of  this  clause  (A)  the  Surgeon 
General  may  acquire  land  and  interests  therein,  accept 
in  the  name  of  the  United  States  donations  of  property, 
real  or  personal,  subject  to  such  conditions  as  he  may 
deem  appropriate,  and  utilize  uncompensated  services, 
and  (B)  the  Surgeon  General  may  contract  or  make 
other  arrangements  for  the  use  of  such  facilities  as  he 
may  determine,  and  (G)  there  is  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  not  more  than  $10,000,000.” 

(b)  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(d)  (1)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section 
the  Surgeon  General  shall  develop  and  demonstrate  under 
varied  conditions  (including  conducting  such  basic  and  ap¬ 
plied  research,  studies,  and  experiments  as  may  he 
necessary)  : 

“  (A)  Practicable  means  of  treating  municipal  sew¬ 
age  and  other  waterborne  wastes  to  remove  the  maxi¬ 
mum  possible  amounts  of  physical,  chemical,  and 
biological  pollutants  in  order  to  restore  and  maintain  the 
maximum  amount  of  the  Nation’s  water  at  a  quality 
suitable  for  repeated  reuse ; 

“(B)  Improved  methods  and  procedures  to  iden¬ 
tify  and  measure  the  effects  of  pollutants  on  water  uses, 
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including  those  pollutants  created  by  new  technological 
developments;  and 

“(C)  Methods  and  procedures  for  evaluating  the 
effects  on  water  quality  and  water  uses  of  augmented 
streamflows  to  control  water  pollution  not  susceptible  to 
other  means  of  abatement. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  there  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  not  more  than  $5,000,000  for 
any  fiscal  year,  and  the  total  sum  appropriated  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  shall  not  exceed  $25,000^0007^  $ 25,000,000 . 

“(e)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  establish,  equip,  and 
maintain  field  laboratory  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  one  to  be  located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the  United 
States,  one  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  area,  one  in  the  south¬ 
eastern  area,  one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the  south¬ 
western  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one  in  the 
State  of  Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of  technical  investigations, 
experiments,  field  demonstrations  and  studies,  and  training 
relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution.  In¬ 
sofar  as  practicable,  each  such  facility  shall  be  located  near 
institutions  of  higher  learning  in  which  graduate  training  in 
such  activities  7night  be  carried  out  A 

Sec.  3.  Section  5  (a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “June  30,  1961, 
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1  $3,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1966, 

2  $5,000,000”. 

3  Sec.  4.  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 

4  t.rol  Act  is  amended  as  follows : 

5  (1)  Clause  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of  such  section  6  is 

6  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “  (2)  except  as  otherwise  pro- 

7  vided  in  this  clause,  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project 
6  in  an  amount  exceeding  30  per  centum  of  the  estimated 
^  reasonable  cost  thereof  as  determined  by  the  Surgeon  Gen- 

10  eral,  or  in  an  amount  exceeding  $4Q0J)09  $ 500,000 ,  whieli- 

11  ever  is  the  smaller:  Provided,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to 

12  pay  the  remaining  cost:  Provided  further,  That  no  grant 
16  of  more  than  $250,000  shall  be  approved  for  a  project  in  any 
11  State  until  all  previously  filed  qualified  applications  from  that 
10  State  and  political  subdivisions  thereof  for  grants  not  ex- 

16  ceeding  $250,000  have  first  been  approved:  Provided  fur- 

17  ther,  That,  in  the  case  of  a  project  which  will  serve  more 
16  than  one  municipality,  the  Surgeon  General  shall,  on  such 

19  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable,  allo- 

20  cate  to  each  municipality  to  be  served  by  such  project  its 

21  share  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  of  such  project,  and 

22  shall  then  apply  the  limitations  provided  in  this  clause 

23  (2)  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a  separate  project  to  de- 

24  termine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant  which  could  be 

25  made  under  this  section  with  respect  to  each  such  share,  and 
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the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  determined  shall  be  the 
maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be  made  under 
this  section  on  account  of  such  project;”. 

(2)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  sec¬ 


tion  6  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Sums  allotted  to  a 


State  under  the  preceding  sentence  which  are  not  obligated 
at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  following  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  they  were  allotted  because  of  a  lack  of  projects  which 
have  been  approved  by  a  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  under  subsection  (b)  (1)  of  this  section  or  certified 
as  entitled  to  priority  under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  shall  be  reallotted  by  the  Surgeon  General,  on  such 
basis  as  he  determines  reasonable  and  equitable  and  in 
accordance  with  regulations  promulgated  by  him,  to  States 
having  projects  approved  under  this  section  for  which  grants 
have  not  been  made  because  of  lack  of  fluids.  Any  sum 
made  available  to  a  State  by  reallotment  under  the  pre¬ 
ceding  sentence  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  fluids  otherwise 
allotted  to  such  State  under  this  Act.  The  allotments  of  a 
State  under  the  second  and  third  sentences  of  this  subsection 
shall  be  available,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  for  payments  with  respect  to  projects  in  such  State 
which  have  been  approved  under  this  section.” 

-(3-)-  Subsection  -(4)-  of  such  section  4  is  amended  by 


out  “$50,000,000”  and  inserting  in  ben 
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“$75,009-, -000-’-,  and  by  striking  out  “$500,000-,000^  an4  in¬ 
serting  is  lies  thereof  ^$^QjOOO , 000 ’ ’ . 

(3)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  6  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated ,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  grants  under  this  section,  $70,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962,  $80,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $90,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  $100,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  and  $100,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966.  Sums  so  appropriated 
shall  remain  available  until  expended 

(4)  Section  6  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(f)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  take  such  action  as 
may  he  necessary  to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics 
employed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for 
which  grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  wages 
at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of 
work  on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with 
the  Act  of  March  3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  (46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.C  sees.  2  ( 6ct  tin  ou^li 
276a-5) 
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Sec.  5.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“enforcement  measures  against  pollution  of 

NA  VI G A  BLE  W A  TERS 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  'pollution  of  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  ( whether  the  matter  causing 
or  contributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into 
such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a 
tributary  of  such  waters ),  which  endangers  the  health  or 
welfare  of  any  persons,  shed l  be  subject  to  abatement  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  Act." 

(b)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section 
is  amended  to  read  eis  follows: 

“ (c)(1)  Whenever  requested'  by  the  Governor  erf  any 
State  or  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  the  Surgeon 
General  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons 
in  a  State  other  them  that  in  ivhich  the  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates, 
give  formed,  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control 
agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States 
where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and,  shall  call 
promptly  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency, 
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if  any,  of  the  State  or  States,  if  any,  which  may  he  ad¬ 
versely  affected  by  such  pollution.  Whenever  requested  by 
the  Governor  of  any  State,  the  Surgeon  General  shall,  if 
such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which 
is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  only  in  the 
requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  (caus¬ 
ing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give  formal 
notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and 
interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State  where  such 
discharge  or  discharges  originate  arid  shall  promptly  call  a 
conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the 
requesting  State,  unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral,  the  effect  of  such  pollution  on  the  legitimate  uses  of  the 
waters  is  not  of  such  significance  to  warrant  exercise  of 
Federal  jurisdiction  under  this  section.  The  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  shall  also  call  such  a  conference  whenever,  on  the  basis 
of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason  to  believe  that 
any  pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and  endangering 
the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in 
which  the  discharge  or  discharges  originate  is  occurring .” 

(c)  Paragraph  (3)  (A)  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  sec¬ 
tion  is  amended  by  striking  out  “ interstate ”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “navigable” . 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik- 
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mg  out  “ persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the 
discharge  originates'  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “any  persons’' . 

Sec.  6.  Section  301(h)  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of 
1958  (72  Stat.  319),  is  amended  by  striking  out  all  be¬ 
ginning  with  “Provided,’'  in  the  first  proviso  to  the  colon  at 
the  end  of  the  second  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  construction 
or  modification  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  that  all  authorized  pur¬ 
poses  served  by  the  project  shall  share  equitably  in  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  multiple  purpose  construction,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  as 
the  case  may  be:  Provided  further,  That  before  construction 
or  modification  of  any  project  including  water  supply  pro¬ 
visions  for  present  demand  is  initiated,  State  or  local  inter¬ 
ests  shall  agree  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  such  provisions  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section:  And  provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  30  per  centum  of  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  any  project  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated 
future  demands  where  State  or  local  interests  give  reason¬ 
able  assurances,  and  there  is  evidence,  that  such  demands 
for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within  a  period  of 
time  'which  will  permit  paying  out  the  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  within  the  life  of  the  project’’ . 


12 


Amend  tlic  title  so  as  to  read*.  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more 
effective  program  of  water  pollution  control,  and  for  otliei 
purposes.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  housing  bill.  Rep,  Michel  criticized  "secrecy"  on  certain 
REA  loan  applications.  Senate  subcommitt^e\approved  general  Government  matters- 
Commerce  appropriation  bill. 
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Roads, ...... *12 

Sugar. 27 
Surplus  commodities,.,,, 31 
Taxation, *L, 28 
Textile  imports, «•«,, ,7,22 


SENATE 

1.  SURPLUS  GRAIN.  Passed/as  reported  S.  6ll;,  to  permit \the  States  in  emergency 

situations  to  obtain^ grain  from  CCC  to  prevent  starvation  of  resident  game 
birds  and  other  resident  wildlife.  The  bill  includes  k  committee  amendment  to 
also  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  obtain  C^C  grain  to  prevent 
starvation  of  mfgratbry  birds,  p.  10271 

2,  PUBLIC  LANDS,/  Passed  without  amendment  H.R,  6ii22,  to  authorise  an  exchange  of 
public  lands  (including  land  now  a  part  of  ( the  Dixie  National  forest)  at  the 
Cedar  Breaks  National  Monument,  Utah.  This  bill  will  now  be  sehp  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  pp,  10270-1 


3,  WATER  POLLUTION,  Passed  with  amendments  H.R,  6Ull,  to  extend  the  authorisation 
for  grants  to  States  and  interstate  agencies  to  assist  them  in  meeting  the 
coats  of  establishing  and  maintaining  adequate  water  pollution  control  measures, 
after  substituting  the  language  of  a  similar  bill,  S.  120,  as. amended.  Con- 
fereeg  were  appinted,  pp,  10265-7,  10272-82 
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jommitt.f 


GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  AND  COMMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1962 ,  A  subcommittee 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  this 
bill,  H.R.  7577.  p.  D49U 


I*.  TAXATION,  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  761*6,  to  provide  a  l~year  extension 
of  existing  corporate  normal-tax  and  of  certain  excise-tax  rates.  This  bill 
\  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  10262,  10251-2,  10259-63  > 

5.  FEED  GRAINS.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  a  report  on  the  19&b 

feed  grains  program,  pp,  10260,  10363  / 

6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  submitted  an  amendment  he  intends  tpr pro¬ 

pose  to  S,  1983,  the  foreign  aid  bill,  which  he  stated  would  "designate  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  have  sole  responsibility  for  accounting  and  eval¬ 
uation  with  respect  to  all  foreign  currencies  or  credits  owed  to At  owned  by 
the  United  States.”  pp.  1026 7-8  / 

Sen.  Fulbright  inserted  an  article,  ’’Handicaps  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Proposal, 
and  a  letter  from  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Dillon  defending/the  President’s 
proposal  for  authority  to  borrow  funds  from  the  Treasury  over  a  5-year  period 
for  the  foreign  a^d  program,  pp.  1021*5-6  / 

7.  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Serk  Thurmond  referred  to  a  recent  coherence  on  Internationa 

trade  of  textile  products  under  the  direction  of  George  W.  Ball,  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  for  Economic  Affairs,  and  stated  thai//”at  this  meeting,  those  of 
us  in  attendance  learnedNwhat  I  had  been  suspecting  for  some  time-namely,  that 
instead  of  trying  to  decrease  imports,  Mr.  Ball /and  his  State  Department  trade 
’’experts”  are  determined  toNlncrease  imports,  Jto  the  further  detriment  of  the 
domestic  textile  industry  anckits  thousands  A.  jobs.”  pp.  10268-51 

8.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  26,  10281*  / 

9.  EDUCATIONAL  EXCHANGES.  As  repbrtedVsa/ Digest  99)  S.  1156,  the  proposed 

Mutual  Educational  and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961,  continues  authority  for 
U.  S.  participation  in  international  iSglrs  and  expositions  and  authorizes  the 
President  to  reserve  any  foreign  ofirr envies  acquired  under  Public  Law  1*80» 
over  such  periods  of  time  as  he determines,  and  to  use  such  foreign  currencies 
within  limits  established  by  Congress,  for\e ducat ional  and  cultural  exchanges. 
The  committee  report  includes/the  followingNstatement  regarding  the  use  of 
foreign  currencies:  ”Under/S.  11 51*,  appropriations  are  authorized  on  an 
’available  until  expended/  basis,  and  there  is^reaffirmation  that  all  sources 
of  foreign  currencies  may  be  utilized,  subject  to  appropriations.  In  addition 
there  are  provisions  w^och  could  stimulate  less  restricted  use  of  such  funds; 
for  example,  by  employing  U.  S. -owned  currencies  of\one  foreign  country  in  a 
’third  country,’”  /  \ 

/  HOUSE  \ 

10.  HOUSING;  FARM  LOANS.  By  a  vote  of  235  to  178,  passed  withajnendments  H.  R, 

6028,  the  omnibus  housing  bill.  Then  passed  a  similar  bill\s,  1922,  substi¬ 
tuting  the/language  from  H.  R.  6028,  as  amended.  House  conferees  were  ap-  ' 
pointed. /pp,  10288-312,  10313-51,  A6685-6.  (For  provisions  oKinterest  to 
this  Department,  see  Digest  95.)  \ 

Agreed  to  amendments  by  Rep.  Marshall  to  make  the  pay  of  committeemen  com¬ 
parable  with  that  for  other  work  which  they  perform  in  carrying  outV'armers 
Home  Administration  activities,  and  to  prohibit  committee  members  from  having 
any  responsibility  for  appraisals,  pp.  103i*2-3  N. 

Rejected,  l61*  to  197 ,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  McDonough  authorizing  a  one-year 
housing  program  of  more  limited  scope,  pp.  10288-301  \ 

11  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  until  midnight  tonight 
Fri.,  June  23>  to  file  a  report  on  the  defense  appropriation  bill.  p.  10287  ' 
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lot  will  be  unknown  to  the  election  commit¬ 
tee  and  to  all  other  persons,  and  after  the 
election  committee  has  tallied  the  ballots 
and  tabulated  the  votes,  It  shall  certify  the 
restilts  of  the  ballot  to  the  labor  organiza- 
tion\the  employer,  the  National  Labor  Re- 
la  tions\Board,  and  the  employees  affected  by 
such  balloting. 

“(b)  IrV  either  the  labor  organization  or 
the  employer,  as  the  case  may  be,  pays  any 
part  of  the  share  of  the  other  party  (as  de¬ 
termined  In  subsection  (a)(3)(B))  of  the 
expenses  of  an  erection  committee  established 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(3)(A),  then  It 
shall  be  entitled  to^  recover  from  such  other 
party  an  amount  equal  to  the  part  of  such 
share  so  paid  and  may  sue  therefor  in  any 
district  court  of  the  United  States  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  defendant,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  amount  in  controversy. 

“(c)  (1)  Whoever  shall  bb  injured  in  his 
business  or  property  by  reason  of  any  vio¬ 
lation  of  subsection  (a)  may '-sue  therefor 
in  any  district  court  of  the  United  States 
without  respect  to  the  amount  m  contro¬ 
versy  or  in  any  other  court  having  juris¬ 
diction  and  shall  recover  the  damages  by 
him  sustained  and  the  cost  of  the\suit. 
Such  injured  person  may  also  petition \ny 
such  district  court  for  such  injunctive  re¬ 
lief  or  restraining  order  as  such  court  may, 
deem  just  and  proper. 

“(2)  No  labor  organization  which,  during 
any  taxable  year  which  begins  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section,  violates 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  entitled  to  exemp¬ 
tion  from  Federal  income  tax  under  section 
501(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
for  such  taxable  year. 

“(3)  No  labor  organization  which  violates 
subsection  (a)  shall,  during  the  twelve- 
months’  period  following  such  violation,  be 
certified  or  recognized  as  the  representa¬ 
tive  of  any  employees  by  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board  or  any  other  department 
or  agency  of  the  Government,  or  be  eligible 
to  file  an  unfair  labor  practice  charge  un¬ 
der  section  10(b)  of  the  National  Labor  Re¬ 
lations  Act,  or  to  file  with  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  Government  any  other  charge, 
complaint,  or  petition  as  the  representative 
of  or  on  behalf  of  any  employees. 

“(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  306 
shall  affect  other  requirements  of  law  as  to 
secret  ballots  by  labor  organizations  nor  the 
conduct  of  votes  of  confidence  by  labor 
organizations.” 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CON¬ 
TROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  1 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  325,  S. 
120. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  120)  to 
amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective 
program  of  water  pollution  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  with  amend¬ 
ments,  on  page  1,  after  line  5,  to  strike 
out: 

(b)(1)  Any  Federal  agency  which,  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  is 
initiating  plans  for  any  reservoir  or  other 
water  impoundment  on  interstate  waters 
shall  notify  the  Surgeon  General  of  ^  the 
initiation  of  such  plans.  The  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  shall,  in  any  case  where  it  would  pro¬ 
mote  water  pollution  control  in  such  waters, 


recommend  storage  needs,  flow  regulations, 
and  other  water  quality  control  features  with 
respect  to  such  reservoir  or  impoundment 
which  are  necessary  for  such  pollution  con¬ 
trol,  and  shall  recommend  such  features  to 
such  agency  for  incorporation  wherever  pos¬ 
sible  in  such  plans.  Any  report  to  Congress 
recommending  authorization  of  such  plans 
shall  include  any  such  recommendations  by 
the  Surgeon  General  and  the  extent  to  which 
they  were  incorporated  in  the  recommended 
plans. 

(2)  It  is  the  intent  of  Congress  that 
benefits  resulting  from  water  quality  control 
features  incorporated  in  any  Federal  reservoir 
or  other  impoundment  under  the  provisions 
of  this  act  shall  be  evaluated  and  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  determined,  and  if  benefits  are 
widespread  or  national  in  scope  or  if  the 
principal  beneficiary  is  the  general  public 
in  the  area  the  costs  of  such  features  should 
be  nonreimbursable.” 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert: 

(b)  (1)  In  the  survey  or  planning  of  any 
reservoir  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  or  other  Federal  agency, 
consideration  shall  be  given  to  inclusion  of 
storage  for  regulation  of  streamflow  for  the 
purpose  of  water  quality  control,  except 
that  any  such  storage  and  water  releases 
shall  not  be  provided  as  a  substitute  for 
adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of 
controlling  waste  at  the  source. 

(2)  The  need  for  and  the  value  of  storage 
for  this  purpose  shall  be  determined  by 
these  agencies,  with  the  advice  of  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General,  and  his  views  on  these  mat¬ 
ters  shall  be  set  forth  in  any  report  or  pres¬ 
entation  to  the  Congress  proposing  authori¬ 
zation  or  construction  of  any  reservoir  in¬ 
cluding  such  storage. 

(3)  The  value  of  such  storage  shall  be 
taken  into  account  in  determining  the  eco¬ 
nomic  value  of  the  entire  project  of  which 
it  is  a  part,  and  costs  shall  be  allocated  to 
the  purpose  of  water  quality  control  in  a 
manner  which  will  insure  that  all  project 
purposes  share  equitably  in  the  benefits  of 
multiple-purpose  construction. 

(4)  Costs  of  water  quality  control  features 
incorporated  in  any  Federal  reservoir  or  other 
impoundment  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  shall  be  determined  and  the  beneficiaries 
identified  and  if  the  benefits  are  widespread 
or  national  in  scope,  the  costs  of  such  fea¬ 
tures  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

On  page  4,  at  the  beginning  of  line  7, 
to  strike  out  “and”,  and  in  the  same 
lines,  after  “(B)”,  to  insert  “the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  may  contract  or  make  oth¬ 
er  arrangements  for  the  use  of  such  fa¬ 
cilities  as  he  may  determine,  and  (C)”; 
on  page  5,  line  10,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
ceed”,  to  strike  out  “$25,000,000.”  ”  and 
insert  “$25,000,000.”;  after  line  10,  to  in¬ 
sert: 

(e)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  establish, 
equip,  and  maintain  field  laboratory  facili¬ 
ties,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  one  to 
be  located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the 
United  States,  one  in  the  Middle  Atlantic 
area,  one  in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the 
midwestern  area,  one  in  the  southwestern 
area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one 
in  the  State  of  Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of 
technical  investigations,  experiments,  field 
demonstrations  and  studies,  and  training  re¬ 
lating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of  water 
pollution.  Insofar  as  practicable,  each  such 
facility  shall  be  located  near  institutions  of 
higher  learning  in  which  graduate  training 
in  such  activities  might  be  carried  out. 

On  page  6,  line  10,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
ceeding”,  to  strike  out  “$400,000”  and 
insert  “$500,000”;  on  page  7,  line  7,  after 
the  word  “year”,  to  insert  “following  the 
fiscal  year”;  after  line  23,  to  strike  out: 


(3)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  6  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “$50,000,000”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$75,000,000”,  and 
by  striking  out  "$500,000,000”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “$750,000,000”. 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert: 

(3)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  6  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated,  for  the  purpose  of  making  grants 
under  this  section,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal' 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  $80,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $90,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
$100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1965,  and  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1966.  Sums  so  appropriated 
shall  remain  available  until  expended.” 


“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  in  or  adjacent  to  any  State  or  States 
(whether  the  matter  causing  or  contributing 
to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into 
such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after 
discharge  into  a  tributary  of  such  waters), 
which  endangers  the  health  or  welfare  of  any 
persons,  shall  be  subject  to  abatement  as 
provided  in  this  Act.” 

(b)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of 
such  section  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  (1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  .Gover¬ 
nor  of  any  State  or  a  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  the  Surgeon  General  shall, 
if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navi¬ 
gable  waters  which  is  endangering  the  health 
or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than 
that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges 
(causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution) 
originates,  give  formal  notification  thereof 
to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and 
interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or 
States  where  such  discharge  or  discharges 
originate  and  shall  call  promptly  a  confer¬ 
ence  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  and 
interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or 
States,  if  any,  which  may  be  adversely  af¬ 
fected  by  such  pollution.  Whenever  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Governor  of  any  State,  the 
Surgeon  General  shall,  if  such  request  refers 
to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which  is 
endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which 
the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give 
formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency, 
if  any,  of  the  requesting  State  where  such 
discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall 
promptly  call  a  conference  of  such  agency 
or  agencies  and  of  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any, 
of  the  requesting  State,  unless,  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Surgeon  General,  the  effect  of 
such  pollution  on  the  legitimate  uses  of  the 
waters  is  not  of  such  significance  to  warrant 
exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction  under  this 
section.  The  Surgeon  General  shall  also 
call  such  a  conference  whenever,  on  the 
basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has 
reason  to  believe  that  any  pollution  referred 
to  in  subsection  (a)  and  endangering  the 
health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other 
than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  originate  is  occurring.” 

(c)  Paragraph  (3)  (A)  of  subsection  (c) 
of  such  section  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“interstate”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"navigable”. 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “persons  in  a  State 
other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  orig- 


At  the  top  of  page  9,  to  insert  a  new 
section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“enforcement  measures  against  pollution 
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inates”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “any  per¬ 
sons”. 

And,  on  page  11,  after  line  2,  to  insert 
a  new  section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  6.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Water  Supply 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  319),  is  amended  by 
striking  out  all  beginning  with-  "Provided,” 
in  the  first  proviso  to  the  colon  at  the  end 
of  the  second  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  " Provided ,  That  the 
cost  of  any  construction  or  modification  au¬ 
thorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  that  all 
authorized  purposes  served  by  the  project 
shall  share  equitably  in  the  benefits  of  mul¬ 
tiple  purpose  construction,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  as  the  case  may  be:  Provided 
further.  That  before  construction  or  mod¬ 
ification  of  any  project  including  water  sup¬ 
ply  provisions  for  present  demand  is  ini¬ 
tiated,  State  or  local  interests  shall  agree  to 
pay  for  the  cost  of  such  provisions  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section: 
And  provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  30 
per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of 
any  project  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated 
future  demands  where  State  or  local  in¬ 
terests  give  reasonable  assurances,  and  there 
is  evidence,  that  such  demands  for  the  use 
of  such  storage  will  be  made  within  a  period 
of  time  which  will  permit  paying  out  the 
costs  allocated  to  water  supply  within  the 
life  of  the  project”. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
2  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  “(a)”  after 
“Sec.  2.”  and  inserting  at  the  end  of  such 
section  the  following: 

“(b)  (1)  In  the  survey  or  planning  of  any 
reservoir  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  or  other  Federal  agency,  con¬ 
sideration  shall  be  given  to  inclusion  of 
storage  for  regulation  of  streamflow  for  the 
purpose  of  water  quality  control,  except  that 
any  such  storage  and  water  releases  shall  not 
be  provided  as  a  substitute  for  adequate 
treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling 
waste  at  the  source. 

“(2)  The  need  for  and  the  value  of  storage 
for  this  purpose  shall  be  determined  by  these 
agencies,  with  the  advice  of  the  Surgeon 
General,  and  his  views  on  these  matters  shall 
be  set  forth  in  any  report  or  presentation 
to  the  Congress  proposing  authorization  or 
construction  of  any  reservoir  including  such 
storage. 

“(3)  The  value  of  such  storage  shall  be 
taken  into  account  in  determining  the  eco¬ 
nomic  value  of  the  entire  project  of  which 
it  is  a  part,  and  costs  shall  be  allocated  to 
the  purpose  of  water  quality  control  in  a 
manner  which  will  insure  that  all  project 
purposes  share  equitably  in  the  benefits  of 
multiple-purpose  construction. 

“(4)  Costs  of  water  quality  control  fea¬ 
tures  incorporated  in  any  Federal  reservoir 
or  other  impoundment  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  determined  and  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  identified  and  if  the  benefits  are 
widespread  or  national  in  scope,  the  costs  of 
such  features  shall  be  nonreimbursable.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  4(a)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (4) , 
by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
semicolon  and  the  word  “and”,  and  by  in¬ 
serting  at  the  end  of  such  section  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

"(6)  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  re¬ 
search  and  field  demonstration  facilities, 
giving  consideration  in  establishing  such 
facilities  to  locations  which  will  facilitate 
cooperation  with  institutions  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  clause 


(A)  the  Surgeon  General  may  acquire  land 
and  interests  therein,  accept  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States  donations  of  property,  real 
or  personal,  subject  to  such  conditions  as  he 
may  deem  appropriate,  and  utilize  uncom¬ 
pensated  services,  (B)  the  Surgeon  General 
may  contract  or  make  other  arrangements  for 
the  use  of  such  facilities  as  he  may  deter¬ 
mine,  and  (C)  there  is  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  not  more  than  $10,000,000.” 

(b)  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following: 

“(d)(1)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section  the  Surgeon  General  shall  de¬ 
velop  and  demonstrate  under  varied  condi¬ 
tions  (including  conducting  such  basic  and 
applied  research,  studies,  and  experiments  as 
may  be  necessary)  : 

“(A)  Practicable  means  of  treating  munic¬ 
ipal  sewage  and  other  waterborne  wastes  to 
remove  the  maximum  possible  amounts  of 
physical,  chemical,  and  biological  pollutants 
in  order  to  restore  and  maintain  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  of  the  Nation’s  water  at  a 
quality  suitable  for  repeated  reuse; 

“(B)  Improved  methods  and  procedures  to 
identify  and  measure  the  effects  of  pollutants 
on  water  uses,  including  those  pollutants 
created  by  new  technological  developments; 
and 

"(C)  Methods  and  procedures  for  evaluat¬ 
ing  the  effects  on  water  quality  and  water 
uses  of  augmented  streamflows  to  control 
water  pollution  not  susceptible  to  other 
means  of  abatement. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection 
there  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not 
more  than  $5,000,000  for  any  fiscal  year,  and 
the  total  sum  appropriated  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000. 

“(e)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  establish, 
equip,  and  maintain  field  laboratory  facili¬ 
ties,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  one  to  be 
located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the 
United  States,  one  in  the  Middle  Atlantic 
area,  one  in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the 
midwestern  area,  one  in  the  southwestern 
area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one 
in  the  State  of  Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of 
technical  investigations,  experiments,  field 
demonstrations  and  studies,  and  training  re¬ 
lating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of  water 
pollution.  Insofar  as  practicable,  each  such 
facility  shall  be  located  near  institutions  of 
higher  learning  in  which  graduate  train¬ 
ing  in  such  activities  might  be  carried  out.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  5(a)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1966, 
$5,000,000”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  as  follows : 

(1)  Clause  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of  such 
section  6  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(2) 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  clause, 
no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an 
amount  exceeding  30  per  centum  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  reasonable  cost  thereof  as  determined 
by  the  Surgeon  General,  or  in  an  amount  ex¬ 
ceeding  $500,000,  whichever  is  the  smaller: 
Provided,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the 
remaining  cost:  Provided  further,  That  no 
grant  of  more  than  $250,000  shall  be  ap¬ 
proved  for  a  project  in  any  State  until  all  pre¬ 
viously  filed  qualified  applications  from  that 
State  and  political  subdivisions  thereof  for 
grants  not  exceeding  $250,000  have  first  been 
approved:  Provided  further.  That,  in  the 
case  of  a  project  which  will  serve  more  than 
one  municipality,  the  Surgeon  General  shall, 
on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  reason¬ 
able  and  equitable,  allocate  to  each  muni¬ 
cipality  to  be  served  by  such  project  its  share 
of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  of  such 
project,  and  shall  then  apply  the  limitations 
provided  in  this  cause  (2)  to  each  such  share 
as  if  it  were  a  separate  project  to  determine 
the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant  which 
could  be  made  under  this  section  with  re- 
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spect  to  each  such  share,  and  the  total  of  all 
the  amounts  so  determined  shall  be  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be 
made  under  this  section  on  account  of  such 
project;”. 

(2)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 
of  such  section  6  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “Sums  allotted  to  a  State  under 
the  preceding  sentence  which  are  not  obli¬ 
gated  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  following 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  were  allotted 
because  of  a  lack  of  projects  which  have 
been  approved  by  a  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  under  subsection  (b)(1)  of 
this  section  or  certified  as  entitled  to  prior¬ 
ity  under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section, 
•shall  be  reallotted  by  the  Surgeon  General, 
on  such  basis  as  he  determines  reasonable 
and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  promulgated  by  him,  to  States  hav¬ 
ing  projects  approved  under  this  section  for 
which  grants  have  not  been  made  because 
of  lack  of  funds.  Any  sum  made  available 
to  a  State  by  reallotment  under  the  preced¬ 
ing  sentence  shall  be  in  addition  to  any 
funds  otherwise  allotted  to  such  State  under 
this  Act.  The  allotments  of  a  State  under 
the  second  and  third  sentences  of  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  available,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  section,  for  payments 
with  respect  to  projects  in  such  State  which 
have  been  approved  under  this  section.” 

(3)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  6  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
grants  under  this  section,  $70,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962,  $80,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $90,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1965,  and  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1966.  Sums  so  appro¬ 
priated  shall  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended.”, 

(4)  Section  6  is  further  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(f)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  take  such 
action  as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  that 
all  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by 
contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for 
which  grants  are  made  under  this  section 
shall  be  paid  wages  at  rates  not  less  than 
those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work 
on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate 
locality,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  March 
3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  (46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.C.,  secs. 
276a-  through  276a-5).” 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“enforcement  measures  against  pollution 

'  OF  NAVIGABLE  RIVERS 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  in  or  adjacent  to  any  State  or  States 
(whether  the  matter  causing  or  contrib¬ 
uting  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly 
into  such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters 
after  discharge  into  a  tributary  of  such 
waters),  which  endangers  the  health  or  wel¬ 
fare  of  any  persons,  shall  be  subject  to 
abatement  as  provided  in  this  Act.” 

(b)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of 
such  section  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)(1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  any  State  or  a  State  water  pollution 
control  agency,  the  Surgeon  General  shall, 
if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navi¬ 
gable  waters  which  is  endangering  the  health 
or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than 
that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges 
(causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollu¬ 
tion)  orginates,  give  formal  notification 
thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control 
agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the 
State  or  States  where  such  discharge  or 
discharges  originate  and  shall  call  promptly 
a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies 
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and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control 

agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the 
State  or  States,  if  any,  which  may  be 
adversely  affected  by  such  pollution.  When¬ 
ever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any  State, 
the  Surgeon  General  shall,  if  such  request 
refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which 
is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which 
the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give 
formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water 
pollution  control  agency  and  interstate 
agency,  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State  where 
such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and 
shall  promptly  call  a  conference  of  such 
agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  and  interstate 
agency,  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State, 
unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral,  the  effect  of  such  pollution  on  the 
legitimate  uses  of  the  waters  is  not  of  such 
significance  to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal 
jurisdiction  under  this  section.  The  Sur¬ 
geon  General  shall  also  call  such  a  confer¬ 
ence  whenever,  on  the  basis  of  reports,  sur¬ 
veys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason  tq  believe 
that  any  pollution  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  and  endangering  the  health  or 
welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than 
that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges 
originate  is  occurring.” 

(c)  Paragraph  (3)  (A)  of  subsection  (c) 
of  such  section  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“interstate”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“navigable”. 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “persons  in  a  State 
other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  orig¬ 
inates”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “any 
persons”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Water  Supply 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  319),  is  amended  by 
striking  out  all  beginning  with  “Provided,” 
in  the  first  proviso  to  the  colon  at  the  end 
of  the  second  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “Provided,  That  the 
cost  of  any  construction  or  modification  au¬ 
thorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  that  all  au¬ 
thorized  purposes  served  by  the  project  shall 
share  equitably  in  the  benefits  of  multiple 
purpose  construction,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  as  the  case  may  be:  Provided 
further,  That  before  construction  or  modifi¬ 
cation  of  any  project  including  water  supply 
provisions  for  present  demand  is  initiated, 
State  or  local  interests  shall  agree  to  pay  for 
the  cost  of  such  provisions  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  section:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  not  to  exceed  30  per 
centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  any 
project  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated  fu¬ 
ture  demands  where  State  or  local  interests 
give  reasonable  assurances,  and  there  is  evi¬ 
dence,  that  such  demands  for  the  use  of  such 
storage  will  be  made  within  a  period  of  time 
which  will  permit  paying  out  the  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  water  supply  within  the  life  of  the 
project”. 


ment  to  Senate  bill  1983,  the  Mutual 
Security  Act. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
require  a  greater  degree  of  accountabil¬ 
ity  on  the  part  of  the  ICA  and  all  the 
other  agencies  of  the  Government  in  re¬ 
gard  to  their  expenditure  of  the  coun¬ 
terpart  funds  and  the  various  other  for¬ 
eign  currencies  which  are  in  the  pos¬ 
session  of  the  U.S.  Government.  I  was 
very  much  concerned  to  learn  that  un¬ 
der  existing  conditions  there  is  no  real 
accounting  being  made  of  these  curren¬ 
cies.  Much  to  my  surprise,  and  I  think 
to  the  surprise  of  most  of  the  members 
of  our  committee,  we  found  that  there 
is  at  the  moment  no  agency  of  Govern¬ 
ment,  nor  anyone  connected  with  any 
agency  of  Government,  who  can  with 
any  degree  of  accuracy  tell  the  President 
of  the  United  States  or  Congress  how 
many  of  these  currencies  we  have  on 
hand  as  of  any  given  day. 

For  example,  the  report  which  the 
ICA  sent  to  the  Congress,  giving  the 
dollar  equivalent  of  their  holdings  of 
foreign  currencies  as  of  the  close  of  the 
fiscal  year,  June  30,  1959,  showed  that 
,hey  had  $1,698,343,000  in  dollar  equiva¬ 
lents  of  foreign  currencies  on  hand/when 
th^y  closed  business  on  the  nightyeff  June 
30,  \959.  However,  when  they  opened 
up  foKbusiness  on  the  following  day,  the 
first  daV  of  the  new  fiscal  year,  July  1, 
1959,  thk  report  showed /they  had  on 
hand  the\lollar  equivalent  of  $1,344,- 
440,000,  or  \drop  of  sjfine  $300  million 
overnight. 

First  they  afemoted  to  explain  this 
wide  variation  oWxhe  basis  that  there 
was  a  defferencySn  the  evaluation  of 
these  currencies  anct  that  they  had  re¬ 
evaluated  them.  However,  I  found  in 
several  instances  that  Che  currencies  of 
the  respective  countries  ns(d  not  changed 
in  valuation.  Yet  in  the  report  to  the 
Congress  concerning  these  countries  they 
lost  several  million  dollars. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll.  ,  T 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MUTUAL 


DMENT  OF  THE 
SECURITY  ACT 

,  Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an  amend - 


Ffli*  example,  Germany  haS\had  a 
staple  currency;  yet  in  their  report  end - 
!g  June  30,  1959,  they  reported  holdings 
,/ith  a  dollar  equivalent  of  $33,541)900. 
The  same  agency’s  report — International 
Cooperation  Administration — showed 

holdings  of  only  $29,443,000— a  drop 
overnight  of  over  $4  million. 

The  German  mark  had  not  changed  in 
value  to  account  for  this  discrepancy. 

The  Treasury  Department  and  Mr. 
Labouisse  speaking  for  ICA  finally  ad¬ 
mitted  that  their  accounting  systems 
were  inadequate  and  that  none  of  them 
knew  what  they  had  on  hand.  I  am  not 
saying  that  they  cannot  produce  records 
to  show  what  they  have  on  hand  in  these 
currencies  or  what  they  have  spent  them 
for,  but  I  do  say  that  there  is  a  wide 
discrepancy  in  the  accounting  systems 
of  the  agencies  as  they  are  now  being 
reported  to  the  Congress. 

Another  alarming  situation  which  I 
found  was  that  in  one  specific  instance 
we  have  agencies  of  the  Government  op¬ 
erating  in  one  country  using  five  differ¬ 
ent  exchange  rates  simultaneously.  For 
example,  in  Yugoslavia,  the  exchange 
rates  of  the  Yugoslav  dinar  were  fixed  at 
300  to  the  dollar,  350,  475,  525,  and  632  to 
the  American  dollar — all  in  one  report. 


And  in  one  instance  they  used  theke 
exchange  rates  as  high  as  1,500  to  a  dol¬ 
lar. 

The  result  is  that  none  of  them'' knew 
what  they  were  doing.  The  Government 
could  not  get  enough  accountants  to 
keep  the  records  straight  un^er  such  cir¬ 
cumstances. 

I  emphasize  again  that  y  am  not  mak¬ 
ing  any  charges  of  impropriety,  but  a 
situation  such  as  this/ls  wide  open  for 
mismanagement  and/ abuse.  Certainly 
no  one  knows  what/they  are  doing.  No 
agency  with  any  degree  of  accuracy  can 
handle  these  cmrencies  in  any  country 
at  four  or  five  Afferent  exchange  rates  on 
the  same  da> . 

The  amendment  which  I  am  intro¬ 
ducing  would  designate  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  have  sole  responsibility 
for  acoounting  and  evaluation  with  re- 
specyto  all  foreign  currencies  or  credits 
owed  to  or  owned  by  the  United  States. 
Iiynrder  to  carry  out  such  responsibility 
ie  Secretary  is  instructed  to  issue  reg¬ 
ulations  which  would  be  binding  upon 
all  agencies  of  the  Government. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  would 
have  sole  authority  to  establish  for  all 
foreign  currencies  or  credits  the  ex¬ 
change  rates  at  which  such  currencies 
were  to  be  used  by  all  agencies  of  the 
Government. 

Today  each  agency  fixes  its  own  ex¬ 
change  rate.  That  is  why  we  have  the 
situation  of  different  agencies  using  dif¬ 
ferent  rates  at  the  same  time. 

The  amendment  would  give  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  to  establish  and  fix  all  rates  of  ex¬ 
change.  If  he  wanted  to  change  the  ex¬ 
change  rates  as  the  markets  fluctuated 
he  would  have  the  authority  to  do  , so, 
but  only  he  would  have  such  authority. 
With  all  agencies  using  the  same  rates 
of  exchange  the  chance  for  abuse  would 
be  reduced. 

In  addition,  the  amendment  provides 
that  each  agency  or  department  will  be 
required  to  report  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  an  inventory  as  of  June  30, 
1961,  showing  the  amount  of  all  foreign 
currencies  on  hand  in  each  of  the  re¬ 
spective  countries,  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  then  instructed  to  con- 
;olidate  these  reports  as  of  the  same 
_  te  and  submit  to  the  Congress  this 
consolidated  report,  broken  down  by 
agencies,  countries,  and  units  of  foreign 
currencies  and  their  dollar  equivalents. 
Thereafter,  semiannually  similar  reports 
are  to  bdvsubmitted  by  the  agencies  to 
the  Treasury  Department  and  then  a 
consolidatecKreport  submitted  to  the 
Congress  by  \the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury. 

Under  the  amendment  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  is  instructed  to  audit  this 
first  Treasury  Department’s  report  being 
submitted  as  of  Junes.  30,  1961,  and  to 
report  to  the  Congress  his  findings. 
Thereafter,  the  Comptroller  General  is 
given  discretionary  authority  on  the 
auditing  of  subsequent  reports  as  they 
are  filed  by  the  various  departments  with 
the  Congress. 

This  amendment  is  being  off^ecj  to 
the  mutual  security  bill,  and  L,  am 
hopeful  that  the  committee  will  se\fit 
to  approve  it. 
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?or  the  last  several  months  I  have 
been  trying  to  find  out  the  status  of 
these-  foreign  currencies,  how  many  we 
have  on  hand,  and  what  we  are  doing 
with  thW.  I  have  come  to  one  conclu¬ 
sion.  I  cannot  reconstruct  their  opera¬ 
tions.  I  c&nnot  find  out  what  we  have 
on  hand  or  what  they  are  worth.  I  have 
come  to  one  farther  conclusion,  and  that 
is  that  nobody 'else  in  the  Government 
knows  how  mucmwe  have  on  hand. 

The  disturbing  hart  of  it  is  that  there 
is  no  real  concern  at,  the  executive  level 
to  find  out.  In  the  l^st  5  years  these 
foreign  currencies  haw;  amounted,  in 
dollar  equivalent,  to  $6%  billion.  We 
are  supposed  to  have  on  hand,  in  dollar 
equivalent,  somewhere  between  $l!-2  bil¬ 
lion  and  $2  billion.  Certainly\it  is  a  sad 
state  of  affairs  when  Member^  of  Con¬ 
gress  or  members  of  the  committee  must 
stand  up  and  state  that  they  cannot  give 
within  a  few  hundred  million  dollar/the 
amount  of  these  foreign  currencies  which 
we  have  on  hand.  This  condition  exist 
because  of  the  loose  bookkeeping  prac-x 
tices  of  the  agencies  making  the  reports. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and 
Mr.  Labouisse,  the  Director  of  ICA,  in 
testifying  before  the  committee,  ac¬ 
knowledged  that  their  records  are  in¬ 
adequate.  They  admit  they  do  not  have 
proper  records.  They  also  endorsed  the 
enactment  of  a  law  which  puts  in  the 
hands  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
the  responsibility  to  fix  the  rates  at 
which  the  foreign  currencies  will  be  sold 
and  bought  by  all  agencies. 

I  do  not  mean  to  leave  the  impression 
that  the  language  of  this  particular 
amendment  has  been  endorsed  by  these 
agencies,  but  the  principle  of  the  need 
for  placing  in  the  hands  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  such  authority  has 
been  confirmed. 

The  language  of  the  amendment 
which  I  am  introducing  here  today  is 
very  necessary. 

The  American  taxpayers  are  entitled 
to  an  accurate  accounting  by  these  agen¬ 
cies  which  spend  their  money. 

Certainly,  if  the  U.S.  Government 
found  the  books  of  a  taxpayer  being 
kept  in  any  such  loose  manner  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  would  raise  a  howl. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  They 
amendment  will  be  received,  printer 
and  appropriately  referred. 

The  amendment  was  referred  t</the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 


FORT  VANCOUVER  NA1 
MONUMENT,  WI 


fONAL 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mi/  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  prpbeed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  403,  H.R. 
3283. 

The  PRESIDING/OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by /title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
3283)  to  revise  the  boundaries  and  to 
change  the, name  of  Fort  Vancouver  Na¬ 
tional  Monument  in  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  find  for  other  purposes. 

The/  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the-'Senator  from  Montana. 

__ie  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
in  regard  to  the  purpose  of  the  measure. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  principal  purpose  of  H.R.  3283  is  to 
permit  the  addition  to  the  Fort  Vancouver 
National  Monument,  Wash.,  of  approximate¬ 
ly  130  acres  of  land  most  of  which  is  al¬ 
ready  in  Federal  ownership.  H.R.  3283  will 
also  redesignate  the  monument  as  the  Fort 
Vancouver  National  Historic  Site.  Introduc¬ 
tion  was  requested  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  an  executive  communication 
dated  January  12,  1961,  and  the  request  was 
confirmed  by  Secretary  Stewart  Udall  in  writ¬ 
ing  on  March  3,  1961. 

NEED 

The  act  of  June  19,  1948  (62  Stat.  532), 
by  which  Fort  Vancouver  was  established  as 
a  national  monument,  limited  to  the  monu¬ 
ment  area  to  90  acres..  Fort  Vancouver  was 
headquarters  for  trading  operations  of  the 
Hudson’s  Bay  Co.  from  1829  to  about  1850. 
It  was  also  the  site  of  an  important  Army 
post  for  many  years. 

The  Interior  Department  has  conducted 
urther  studies  of  Fort  Vancouver  and  its 
immediate  vicinity  since  1948  and  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  there  is  need  for  the  inclusion/ 
of  additional  lands  within  the  monumer 
boundaries  if  its  puropses  are  to  be  fully 
served.  XThe  executive  communication/ re¬ 
ferred  to  above  points  up  the  need  thus: 

“Much  of \he  historically  significant  land 
associated  wish  the  old  fort  lies  ouxside  the 
present  monument  boundary.  Tins  land  In 
1845  contained  important  facilities  of  the 
Hudson’s  Bay  Co.  such  as  resic/nces,  schools, 
a  stable,  and  mill.\ln  addition,  a  substan¬ 
tial  portion  of  these  \ands/lies  between  the 
old  fort  site  and  the 'Columbia  River.  To 
interpret  successfully  Ne  historic  features 
and  scene  of  Fort  Vancouver,  it  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  a  clear  view/of  thk  Columbia  River 
be  maintained,  sirufe  the  proximity  of  the 
river  was  a  primary  factor  in  Ne  location  of 
the  fort  at  this/point.” 

COST 

All  excepts  of  the  130  acres  cohered  by 
H.R.  3283  /re  already  in  Federal  ownership 
and  subject  to  transfer  to  NationalARark 
Service /administration  as  they  become\ex- 
cess  to  the  needs  of  the  agencies  adminis¬ 
tering  them.  The  other  5  acres  are  nov 
within  a  highway  right-of-way  which  may'' 
soon  be  abandoned.  If  this  occurs  it  may 
De  found  that  they  are  also  in  Federal  own¬ 
ership:  if  they  are  not  so  found,  the  cost 
of  acquiring  them  will  be  very  low. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  third  reading  and  passage  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  3283)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


BLUE  RIDGE  PARKWAY,  VA. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  405,  H.R. 
5475. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
5475)  to  transfer  a  section  of  Blue  Ridge 
Parkway  to  the  Shenandoah  National 
Park,  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  tl 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill., 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  pvmted 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
in  regard  to  the  purpose  of  the /neasure. 

There  being  no  objection,  /the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  A,  to  transfer  the 
administration  of  about  VOOO  acres  of  land, 
some  of  which  is  owned -fn  fee  by  the  United 
States  and  some  of  /which  is  covered  by 
scenic  easements  hel /  by  the  United  States, 
from  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  to  the  Shen¬ 
andoah  National  Park,  Va. 

H.R.  5475  was/introduced  by  Representa¬ 
tive  Harrison  At  Virginia  following  the  re¬ 
quest  that  this  be  done  contained  in  the 
executive  communication  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  tj/e  Interior  dated  January  12,  1961. 
The  request  was  affirmed  by  Secretary  Udall 
in  his  tter  dated  March  3,  1961. 

NEED 

ie  committee  was  advised  that  enact- 
6nt  of  H.R.  5475  will  permit  more  effective 
5nd  more  efficient  administration  and  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  lands  to  which  it  pertains 
than  is  now  the  case.  The  laws  establish¬ 
ing  the  park  and  the  parkway  are  such,  the 
committee  understands,  that  the  transfer 
cannot  be  effected  administratively. 

COST 

Enactment  of  H.R.  5475  will  not  entail 
any  cost  to  the  United  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  third  reading  and  passage  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  5475)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


SCOTTS  BLUFF  NATIONAL  MONU¬ 
MENT,  NEBR. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  406,  H.R. 
5760. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
dll  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
ofSthe  Senate. 

m  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
5760 )\to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the 
Scotts'Bluff  National  Monument,  Nebr., 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  On  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  rgom  Montana. 

The  motion  Vas  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceedeckto  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELb.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this \>oint  a  statement 
in  regard  to  the  purposAof  the  measure. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  panted  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

H.R.  5760,  if  enacted,  will  perihit  revision 
of  the  present  boundaries  of  the  Scotts  Bluff 
National  Monument  to  exclude  certain  lands 
from  it  and  to  include  others  within  it. 
The  net  result  of  the  revision  will  be\i  re¬ 
duction  in  the  size  of  the  monumentVby 
somewhat  more  than  350  acres.  The  result 
will  also  be  a  reduced  cost  of  acquiring  pri* 
vate  lands  within  its  boundaries. 
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We  suggest  that  this  bill  be  referred  to 
the  appropriate  committee  for  consideration, 
^.nd  we  recommend  that  it  be  enacted. 

sThe  bill  proposes  certain  boundary  adjust¬ 
ments  which  would  exclude  approximately 
129s,cres  of  land  from  the  northwest  section 
of  th\  monument  and  add  to  its  southeast 
portionvapproximately  111  acres. 

The  Cedar  Breaks  National  Monument, 
situated  nigh  on  the  Markagunt  Plateau  in 
southwest  mah,  was  established  by  procla¬ 
mation  of  thk  President  on  August  22,  1933, 
for  the  preservation  of  spectacular  cliffs, 
canyons,  and  features  of  scenic,  scientific, 
and  educational  interest.  The  lands  pro¬ 
posed  for  addition\o  the  monument  are  in 
Federal  ownership  as\a  part  of  the  Dixie  Na¬ 
tional  Forest.  We  understand  that  their 
transfer  for  the  purposes  of  the  monument 
meets  with  the  approval \pf  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service.  Their  inclusion  would  place  with¬ 
in  the  monument  those  relatively  short  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  rim  drive  whichVnow  lie  out¬ 
side  its  boundary,  on  national \orest  lands. 
This  drive  is  the  route  by  whicn\visitors  to 
the  monument  reach  main  points  6f  interest 
on  the  rim  of  the  canyon  bowl.  These  lands 
would  provide  an  adequate  buffer  zohe  be¬ 
tween  the  boundary  and  the  rim  of  the/can- 
yon  within  which  grazing  could  be  elimi¬ 
nated.  Protection  would  also  be  affordedN 
spectacular  alpine  flower  meadow  and  un¬ 
sightly  fencing  could'  be  relocated  beyond 
the  view  of  visitors. 

The  lands  proposed  for  exclusion  would 
become  a  part  of  the  Dixie  National  Forest. 
The  park  values  of  the  lands  proposed  for 
exclusion  are  secondary  and  are  not  required 
for  any  foreseeable  use.  Their  exclusion  will 
result  in  a  more  natural  boundary  for  this 
section  of  the  monument;  namely,  the  ver¬ 
tical  ledge  which  forms  the  rim  of  the  can¬ 
yon. 

No  land  acquisition  costs  are  involved  in 
this  proposal.  Approximately  $8,400  would 
be  needed  for  the  relocation  of  boundary 
fencing. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised 
that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  draft  bill  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  A.  Carver,  Jr., 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  third  reading  and  passage  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  6422)  was  ordered  to/ 
third  reading,  was  read  the  third  tijne, 
and  passed. 


USE  OF  SURPLUS  GRAIN  FOR 

EMERGENCY  FEEDING  0F  BIRDS 

AND  WILDLIFE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  M /.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendq/  No.  410,  Senate 
614. 

The  PRESIDING/ OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by/title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  614) 
to  authorize/the  use  of  surplus  grain  by 
the  States /for  emergency  use  in  feeding 
of  resident  game  birds  and  other  wild¬ 
life  anc/for  other  purposes. 

The/  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
th/ Senator  from  Montana. 

le  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
snate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 


mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with 
amendments,  on  page  1,  line  6,  after  the 
word  “upon”,  to  insert  “the  request  of 
the  State  fish  and  game  authority  or 
other  State  agency  having  similar  au¬ 
thority  and”;  in  line  10,  after  the  word 
“other”,  to  insert  “resident,”  and  on  page 
2,  after  line  11,  to  insert  a  new  section,  as 
follows : 

Sec.  2.  Upon  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  that  migratory  birds  are  threat¬ 
ened  with  starvation  in  any  area  of  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
requisition  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  grain  acquired  by  that  Corporation 
through  price  support  operations  in  such 
quantities  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon. 
The  Corporation  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the 
Secretary  for  its  expense  in  packaging  and 
transporting  of  such  grain  for  purposes  of 
this  Act. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  for 
the  purpose  of  meeting  emergency  situa¬ 
tions  caused  by  adverse  weather  conditions 
or  other  factors  destructive  of  important 
wildlife  resources,  the  States  are  hereby  a x 
thorized,  upon  the  request  of  the  State  ifsh 
ind  game  authority  or  other  State  agency 
iving  similar  authority  and  a  finding  by 
thh  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  any  area 
of  the  United  States  is  threatened  .with  seri¬ 
ous  damage  or  loss  to  resident  .game  birds 
and  other  resident  wildlife  froin  starvation, 
to  requisition  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  grain  acquired  15y  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  through,  price  support/operations.  Such 
grain  may  thereafter  b y  furnished  to  the 
particular  State  for  dir/ct  and  sole  utiliza¬ 
tion  by  the  appropriate  State  agencies  for 
purposes  of  this  'Ac/  in  such  quantities  as 
mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  State  and  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  subject 
to  such  regulations  as  may  be  considered 
desirable  by  tire  Corporation.  The  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  bot  reimbursed\by  the  particular 
State  in  es/ch  instance  fok  the  expense  of 
the  Com/ration  in  packaging  and  trans¬ 
ports  e/uch  grain  for  purposes  of  this  Act. 

Scc.Jt.  Upon  a  finding  by  theSSecretary  of 
the  Interior  that  migratory  birdsWe  threat¬ 
ened  with  starvation  in  any  area  of  the 
Umted  States,  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  requisition  from  the  Commodity  XJJredit 
'Corporation  grain  acquired  by  that  Corpora¬ 
tion  through  price  support  operations\in 
such  quantities  as  may  be  mutually  agree 
upon.  The  Corporation  shall  be  reimbursed 
by  the  Secretary  for  its  expense  in  packag¬ 
ing  and  transporting  of  such  grain  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  3.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  its  investment  in  grain  transferred 
pursuant  to  this  Act. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
in  regard  to  the  purpose  of  the  measure. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

This  bill,  with  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments,  permits  the  States  in  emergency  sit¬ 
uations  to  obtain  grain  from  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  prevent  starvation  of 
resident  game  birds  and  other  resident  wild¬ 
life.  Such  grain  would  be  furnished  only 
upon  (1)  the  request  of  the  State  fish  and 
game  authority  or  other  State  agency  hav¬ 
ing  similar  authority,  (2)  a  finding  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  threat  of 
loss  from  starvation,  (3)  requisition  by  the 


State,  and  (4)  agreement  by  the  State  at 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The 
Corporation  would  be  reimbursed  to/  its 
expense  in  packaging  and  transporting  the 
grain. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  w/uld  sim¬ 
ilarly  be  authorized  to  obtain  gr/in  to  pre¬ 
vent  starvation  of  migratory  bhras. 

The  committee  amendment/  would — 

( 1 )  Require  concurrence  hy  the  State  fish 
and  game  authority,  since/  as  indicated  in 
the  attached  report  from /he  Department  of 
the  Interior,  unneeded  feeding  may  be  harm¬ 
ful  to  wildlife; 

(2)  Restrict  State/ operations  under  the 
bill  to  resident  wildlife; 

(3)  Provide  theSSecretary  of  the  Interior 
with  authority  JCo  obtain  grain  to  prevent 
starvation  of  migratory  birds;  and 

(4)  Amend/the  title  so  as  to  describe  the 
provisions  91  the  bill  as  amended  more  pre¬ 
cisely. 

The  la£t  three  enumerated  amendments 
were  suggested  by  the  Departments  of  the 
Interior  and  Agriculture. 

ie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
iestion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendments. 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  (S.  614)  was  ordered  to"  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  authorize  the  use  of  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  owned  surplus 
grain  by  the  States  for  emergency  use 
in  the  feeding  of  resident  game  birds  and 
other  resilient  wildlife;  to  authorize  the 
use  of  such  surplus  grain  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  for  emergency  use  in 
the  feeding  of  migratory  birds,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 


ACCEPTANCE  OF  AGREEMENT  ES¬ 
TABLISHING  THE  CARIBBEAN  OR¬ 
GANIZATION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  413,  House 
Joint  Resolution  384. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  stated  by  title  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (H.J.  Res.  384)  providing  for  ac¬ 
ceptance  by  the  United  States  of  America 
the  agreement  for  the  establishment 
ofthe  Caribbean  Organization  signed  by 
the\Governments  of  the  Republic  of 
Franbe,  the  Kingdom  of  the  Netherlands, 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Northern  Ireland,  and  the  United 
States  ofVmerica. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on\agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  fropi  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded\o  consider  the  joint 
resolution. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  \  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  conseni\to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
in  regard  to  the  purpose  okhe  measure. 

There  being  no  objection/,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  main  purpose  of  the  joint  resolution 
is  to  dissolve  the  Caribbean  Commission, 
which  is  composed  of  France,  the  Nerber- 
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Jands,  the  United  Kingdom,  and  the  United 
Spates,  and  to  create  the  Caribbean  Organi¬ 
zation,  which  will  be  composed  of  the  Car¬ 
ibbean  territories  of  the  aforementioned 
states.',  This  purpose  is  accomplished 
througK  acceptance  by  the  United  States  of 
an  agreehient  among  the  four  metropolitan 
powers  authorizing  their  Caribbean  depend¬ 
encies  to  participate  in  the  Caribbean  Or¬ 
ganization. 

'  IACKGROUND 

In  1942,  the  uAjted  States  and  Great  Bri¬ 
tain  established  through  executive  action 
the  Anglo-AmericauSCaribbean  Commission, 
primarily  to  deal  witfi  wartime  problems  of 
the  British  and  American  islands  in  the 
Caribbean.  In  1946,  theSp  two  powers  were 
joined  by  France  and  the  Netherlands  in  es¬ 
tablishing  the  Caribbean  Commission  with 
the  broader  purpose  of  carrying  on  research 
and  technical  assistance  aimed'at  promoting 
regional  development.  U.S.  participation  in 
the  Caribbean  Commission  was  Authorized 
by  Congress  in  a  joint  resolution  Approved 
March  4,  1948. 

One  of  the  subsidiary  organizations  bf  the 
Caribbean  Commission  has  been  the  West 
Indian  Conference  in  which  the  dependent 
territories  of  the  four  powers  in  the  Carib* 
bean  have  been  represented  directly.  The' 
conference  has  met  biennially,  and  begin¬ 
ning  in  1952  it  has  repeatedly  requested  the 
four  member  governments  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  revise  the  agreement  so  as  to  reflect 
the  growth  of  self-government  in  the  Carib¬ 
bean  since  1946.  Negotiations  to  this  end 
culminated  in  1960  with  the  signing  of  an 
agreement  by  the  four  powers  to  create  the 
Caribbean  Organization. 

PROVISIONS 

The  joint  resolution  itself  contains  only 
four  operative  provisions:  (1)  It  authorizes 
the  President  to  accept  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  the  agreement  establishing  the 
Caribbean  Organization;  (2)  it  authorizes 
the  participation  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  in  the  Organization;  (3)  it 
makes  available  to  the  Organization,  upon 
promulgation  of  an  Executive  order,  the 
privileges,  exemptions,  and  immunities  con¬ 
ferred  by  the  International  Organizations 
Immunities  Act;  and  (4)  it  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  State  to  appoint  a  U.S.  observer 
to  the  Organization. 

The  statute  of  the  Caribbean  Organization 
is  an  integral  part  of  the  agreement  among 
the  four  powers.  Except  for  the  French  ter¬ 
ritories,  which  will  continue  to  be  repre¬ 
sented  by  France,  the  members  of  the  Carib¬ 
bean  Organization  will  be,  not  the  metro¬ 
politan  powers,  but  the  territories,  com¬ 
monwealths,  or  other  possessions  of  those 
powers  in  the  Caribbean  area.  So  far  as  the 
United  States  is  concerned,  the  members 
will  be  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 
Other  territories  eligible  to  participate  are 
the  Netherlands  Antilles,  Surinam,  .British 
Guiana,  the  West  Indies,  the  Bahamas,  Brit¬ 
ish  Honduras,  and  the  British  Virgin  Islands, 
though  the  last  three  have  indicated  that 
they  do  not  intend  to  participate  at  this 
time.  In  addition,  French  Guiana,  Guade¬ 
loupe,  and  Martinique,  whioh  are  constitu¬ 
tionally  Departments  of  /he  Republic  of 
France,  will  participate  ^md  will  be  repre¬ 
sented  by  France. 

Each  member  of  tlie  Organization  will 
have  one  delegate  whin  one  vote,  except  that 
France  will  have  o*te  delegation  with  three 
votes,  reflecting  French  membership  on  be¬ 
half  of  three  departments. 

The  Organization  is  to  concern  itself  with 
“social,  cultural,  and  economic  matters  of 
common  interest  to  the  Caribbean  area,  par¬ 
ticularly agriculture,  communications,  edu¬ 
cation,  fisheries,  health,  housing,  industry, 
labor,  in usic  and  the  arts,  social  welfare,  and 
trade/1  It  may  make  studies  and  recom¬ 
mendations,  assist  in  the  coordination  of 
lo/al  projects  of  regional  significance,  arrange 
ir  or  provide  technical  guidance  not  other¬ 


wise  available,  and,  subject  to  certain  con¬ 
ditions,  make  contracts  or  agreements  for 
technical  assistance  with  other  international 
or  national  organizations.  It  may  also  estab¬ 
lish  auxiliary  bodies. 

Expenses  of  the  Organization  are  to  be 
met  by  its  members — not  the  four  powers — 
in  proportions  to  be  unanimously  agreed  to. 
A  preliminary  agreement  has  been  reached 
for  an  annual  budget  of  $316,000,  of  which 
Puerto  Rico  would  contribute  $140,000 
(44.3  percent)  and  the  Virgin  Islands  $25,000 
(7.98  percent).  The  United  States  cur¬ 
rently  contributes  38.4  percent  of  the  Carib¬ 
bean  Commission’s  budget  (in  1959, 
$140,476  out  of  $365,823). 

The  agreement  specifically  provides  that 
nothing  in  it  is  to  affect  “the  present  or 
future  constitutional  status  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Organization.”  Further, -any  of 
the  four  powers  signatory  to  the  agreement 
can  withdraw  from  the  agreement  at  any 
time  on  1  year’s  notice,  and  such  action 
would  automatically  deprive  its  territories 
of  membership  in  the  Organization.  Each 
of  the  four  powers  is  also  entitled  to  be 
represented  at  all  meetings  held  under  the 
auspices  of  the  Organization  by  observers 
with  the  right  to  speak  but  not  to  vote. 
vNo  other  governments  may  be  represented 
fithout  the  unanimous  approval  of  the  ob- 
setvers  as  well  as  a  unanimous  vote  of  the 
Organization.  Finally,  amendment  of  th< 
statute  of  the  Organization  requires  tl  ' 
unanimous  approval  of  the  members  of  Jme 
Organization  as  well  as  of  the  four  powers. 

It  is  contemplated  that  when  the  Organi¬ 
zation  comA  into  being,  the.  headqu/rters  of 
the  CommisNpn,  which  are  now  Located  in 
Trinidad,  will  Nie  moved  to  Puerto  Rico.  It 
is  also  expected  that,  at  ttys  time,  the 
President  will  issue  an  Executi/e  order,  under 
the  terms  of  the  johit  resolution,  extending 
to  the  organizationNthe  privileges,  exemp¬ 
tions,  and  immunitieNoonferred  by  the  In¬ 
ternational  Organizations  Immunities  Act. 
These  are  the  same  privileges  now  extended 
to  29  international  organizations  (including 
the  Caribbean  Co/imissionV  The  precise 
nature  of  these  privileges  is  spelled  out  in  a 
statement  submitted  to  the  committee  by 
the  Department  of  State  and  included  in  the 
hearings.  In  general,  the  organizations 
themselves /ire  given  legal  capacity \to  con¬ 
tract,  to  a/quire  and  dispose  of  property,  and 
to  institute  legal  proceedings.  Theirtdien 
employees  are  exempt  from  certain  taxesAas 
are  i/dividuals  representing  foreign  govern^- 
mej/ts  in  such  organizations. 

COMMITTEE  ACTION 

Congressional  approval  of  the  agreement 
establishing  the  Caribbean  Organization  was 
requested  by  the  Secretary  of  State  January 
19,  1961,  and  the  administration  draft  joint 
resolution  was  introduced  by  Senator  Ful- 
bright,  by  request,  on  April  18  as  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  75.  On  May  2,  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  held  a  hearing  at  which 
Antonio  Fernos-Isern,  the  Resident  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Puerto  Rico;  John  W.  Hanes, 
Jr.,  U.S.  Co-Chairman,  Caribbean  Commis¬ 
sion;  and  Abram  Chayes,  Legal  Adviser,  De¬ 
partment  of  State,  all  supported  the  joint 
resolution. 

On  June  21,  the  committee  considered  the 
matter  further.  In  the  meantime,  a  com¬ 
panion  resolution,  House  Joint  Resolution 
384,  had  passed  the  House  on  May  15;  and 
accordingly,  it  is  the  House  resolution  which 
the  committee  agreed  to  report  to  the  Senate. 

CONCLUSION 

The  committee  regards  the  formation  of 
the  Caribbean  Organization  as  a  logical  pro¬ 
gression  in  the  growth  of  self-government 
among  the  dependent  territories  of  the  area 
since  World  War  II.  In  this  period,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  Puerto  Rico  has  become  a  Common¬ 
wealth;  Surinam  and  the  Netherlands  An¬ 
tilles  are  self-governing  within  the  Kingdom 
of  the  Netherlands;  French  Guiana,  Guade¬ 


loupe,  and  Martinique  have  become  Depart¬ 
ments  of  France;  and  the  West  Indies  are  A 
self-governing  and  scheduled  for  independ^ 
ence  next  May. 

The  Caribbean  Commission  has  provirfed 
a  useful  mechanism  for  regional  confuta¬ 
tion  and  economic  research  as  well  As  for 
modest  amounts  of  technical  assistance. 
Residents  of  the  area  have  played  yi  increas¬ 
ing  role  in  the  work  of  the  Commission,  and 
it  seems  to  the  committee  appropriate  that 
this  role  now  be  formalized  find  carried  a 
step  further  through  disbanding  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  replacing  it  yfith  the  Organi¬ 
zation. 

This  will  give  the  iy/nds  involved  addi¬ 
tional  responsibility  /which,  in  the  com¬ 
mittee's  judgment,  *ney  are  well  qualified 
to  assume ) ,  but  i y  will  not  alter  constitu¬ 
tional  relationships. 

In  the  opinioor  of  the  Legal  Adviser  of  the 
Department  oy  State,  in  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  concurs,  the  Caribbean  Organization  does 
not  fall  whmin  the  prohibition  of  article  I, 
section  Uy  of  the  Constitution  to  the  effect 
that  “Njr  State  shall  enter  into  any  Treaty 
Alliance  or  Confederation.”  The  same  sec¬ 
tion  Provides  that  “No  State  shall,  without 
the/Consent  of  Congress  *  *  *  enter  into 
any  Agreement  or  Compact  with  another 
cate,  or  with  a  foreign  Power  *  *  Fur¬ 
ther,  article  IV,  section  3,  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  provides  that,  “The  Congress  shall  have 
Power  to  dispose  of  and  make  all  needful 
Rules  and  Regulations  respecting  the  Terri¬ 
tory  or  other  Property  belonging  to  the 
United  States.” 

The  Caribbean  Organization  is  not  a 
“treaty,  alliance,  or  confederation,”  but 
rather  an  “agreement  or  compact,”  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  participation  by  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  is  a  legitimate  exercise 
of  the  Congressional  power  to  “make  all 
needful  Rules  and  Regulations  respecting 
the  Territory  *  *  *  belonging  to  the  United 
States.”  It  should  also  be  emphasized  that 
the  Organization  is  to  be  purely  advisory  and 
that  the  United  States  can  withdraw  from 
the  agreement  at  any  time  on  a  year’s  notice, 
thereby  automatically  terminating  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands. 

For  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  that  the  Senate  give  its 
approval  to  House  Joint  Resolution  384. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  is  open  to  amendment. 
If  there  be  no  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  third  read¬ 
ing  and  passage  of  the  joint  resolution. 

ITie  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  384) 
wasxff-dered  to  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 


RED 


IINA  AND  THE  UNITED 
NATIONS 


Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
member  of  th(N  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  it  is  fay  personal  judgment 
that  very,  very  strenuous  efforts  will  be 
made  to  bring  the  Red  Chinese  into  the 
United  Nations^  ThiN  body — and  evei'y 
individual  Senator — should  be  giving 
serious  thought  to  this  problem.  I  am 
one  who  believes  that  we\in  the  Con¬ 
gress — particularly  we  in  the  Senate, 
who  have  to  act  on  treaties — should 
meet  the  problem  head  on. 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CON¬ 
TROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  120)  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
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for  a  more  effective  program  of  water 
pollution  control. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I 
suggest  that  the  attaches  call  the  offices 
of  Senators  and  ask  them  to  please  be 
in  the  Chamber  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

VISIT  TO  THE,  SENATE  BY  HAYATO 

IKEDA,  PRIME  MINISTER  OF 

JAPAN 

Mr.  MANSFIELd\  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Chair  be  authorised  to  ap¬ 
point  a  committee  to  escort  tne  Prime 
Minister  of  Japan  into  the  Stenate 
Chamber  to  address  the  Senate,  if  so 
desires,  while  the  Senate  stands  in\e- 
cess. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  BuiA 
dick  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection? 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  or¬ 
dered. 

The  Chair  appoints,  as  a  committee  to 
escort  the  Prime  Minister  into  the  Cham¬ 
ber,  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper]. 

Whereupon,  at  2  o’clock  and  39  min¬ 
utes  p.m.,  the  Senate  took  a  recess,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

The  Senate  being  in  recess,  His  Ex¬ 
cellency,  Hayato  Ikeda,  Prime  Minister 
of  Japan,  escorted  by  the  committee  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Presiding  Officer,  entered 
the  Chamber,  and  took  the  seat  assigned 
to  him  immediately  in  front  of  the  Pre¬ 
siding  Officer. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senate 
will  be  in  order.  The  book  of  history  will 
deal  most  prominently  with  the  names 
of  the  men  who  dedicate  their  lives  to, 
bringing  about  peace  and  plenty  for  thei 
people. 

We  are  highly  privileged  and  greatly 
honored  to  have  such  a  man  in  ouxynidst 
today.  It  is  a  great  tribute  to  omr  civili¬ 
zation,  our  society,  and  the  institutions 
that  serve  it  that  we  can  me/t  here  in 
such  a  peaceful  and  cordial ^Surrounding 
with  the  great  leader  and  Spokesman  of 
a  nation  with  whom  we  lyere  at  war  only 
16  years  ago. 

The  Prime  Minister^  Japan  has  had 
fruitful  and  profita/fe  discussions  with 
the  President  of  our  country  and  with 
the  legislative  lexers  in  both  parties  in 
both  branches.. 

We  welcome  him  warmly  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  this  afternoon.  It  is  now  my  great 
honor  and/my  prized  privileged  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  Members  of  the  Senate  the 
Prime  Minister  of  Japan,  Mr.  Ikeda. 
[Applause,  Senators  rising.] 

le  Minister  Hayato  Ikeda  there¬ 
upon  addressed  the  Senate  in  Japanese, 
the  conclusion  of  which  his  address 
vas  interpreted  by  Mr.  Toshiro  Shima- 
nouchi,  Counsellor  of  the  Foreign  Min¬ 
istry,  as  follows: 


Mr.  President,  Members  of  the  Senate. 
It  is  a  great  honor  that  you  have  be¬ 
stowed  upon  me  in  inviting  me  to  this 
time-honored  Hall  of  freedom  and  de¬ 
mocracy.  On  this  present  trip  to  the 
United  States  I  have  had  the  great  pleas¬ 
ure  of  meeting  with  your  President  and 
other  leaders  of  your  Government  to  dis¬ 
cuss  freely,  frankly,  and  in  friendly  fash¬ 
ion  the  problems  of  mutual  interest  and 
concern  to  both  our  countries. 

I  am  happy  to  report  to  you  today  that 
we  have  agreed  on  a  common  approach 
to  the  problems  of  peace  and  security 
in  this  world.  [Applause.] 

I  believe  that  by  our  talks  and  inti¬ 
mate  contact  we  have  laid  the  basis  for 
a  stronger  and  a  more  effective  partner¬ 
ship  between  the  United  States  and 
Japan.  [Applause.] 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  warm 
reception.  [Applause,  Senators  rising.] 
The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  I  know  the 
Senate  will  be  pleased  to  welcome  the 
very  gracious  and  charming  wife  of  the 
distinguished  Prime  Minister  who  sits  in 
the  front  row  of  the  diplomatic  gallery./ 
[Applause,  Senators  rising.] 

The  distinguished  majority  leader  u&s 
^suggested  that  the  Prime  Minister  go  to 
le  well  of  the  Chamber,  accompanied 
bj\the  minority  leader,  the  chairman  of 
the'Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  the 
majcmity  leader,  and  the  ranging  mem¬ 
ber  ofNJhe  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions,  trare  to  exchange  greetings  with 
each  individual  Senator  >6t  this  time. 

The  Prime  Minister  *vas  escorted  to  a 
position  on  che  flooi/of  the  Senate  in 
front  of  the  Vice  President’s  desk  and 
was  there  greeted^ by  Members  of  the 
Senate,  who  were\introduced  to  him  by 
Mr.  Mansfield/  mX,  Dirksen,  Mr.  Ful¬ 
bright,  and  Mr.  Hickenlooper. 

Following/the  infornaal  reception,  the 
Prime  Munster  was  esoprted  from  the 
Chamber: 

At  3/o’clock  and  2  mindtes  p.m„  the 
Senate  reassembled,  when  ca\ed  to  order 
by  the  Vice  President. 

FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CON¬ 
TROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1961 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  120)  to  amend  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  more  effective  program  of 
water  pollution  control. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
address  myself  to  Senate  bill  120,  the 
pending  business. 

The  1956  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
broadened  and  strengthened  earlier  leg¬ 
islation  by  providing  grants  for  the 
construction  of  municipal  waste  treat¬ 
ment  facilities,  grants  to  improve  and 
strengthen  State  and  interstate  pro¬ 
grams,  more  workable  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment,  more  effective  research,  and  col¬ 
lection  of  basic  data. 

During  the  5  years  preceding  passage 
of  the  1956  act,  the  construction  of  mu¬ 
nicipal  waste  treatment  works  averaged 
only  $222  million  annually.  For  the  en¬ 
suing  5  years  that  the  grants  provisions 
have  been  in  effect,  contract  awards  for 
this  construction  have  averaged  $360 
million  annually,  and  over  2,600  projects 
costing  $1.2  billion  have  been  approved. 
This  is  a  62 -percent  increase  in  construe - 
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tion.  Also,  for  each  Federal  grant  dol¬ 
lar,  there  has  been  an  expenditure  of 
$4.80  in  local  funds.  A  1960  survey  by 
the  State  water  pollution  control  agen¬ 
cies  shows  that  the  present  backlog  is 
still  more  than  5,000  projects,  with  an 
estimated  cost  of  nearly  $2  billion.  To 
eliminate  this  longstanding  backlog,  and 
to  keep  up  with  the  new  needs  due  to 
population  growth  and  continuing  ob¬ 
solescence  of  existing  plants,  will  require 
annual  average  construction  levels  of 
$600  million. 

The  acceleration  of  the  program  of 
sewage  plant  construction  is  certainly 
one  of  the  most  necessary  activities  in 
order  to  clear  up  our  streams  and  lakes. 
However,  sewage  treatment  as  it  has 
been  practiced  in  American  communities, 
too  often  consists  of  treating  the  sewage 
by  mechanical  and  biological  means  to 
remove  the  more  objectionable  solids 
and  discharge  the  residual  or  effluent 
to  a  watercourse,  such  as  a  stream  or 
lake.  The  treatment  methods  in  use 
today  are  generally  those  which  were  de¬ 
veloped  some  30  to  40  years  ago,  and  have 
been  reasonably  adequate  for  meeting 
past  needs. 

Even  with  today’s  intensity  of  water 
use,  it  is  necessary  for  water  to  be  used 
and  reused.  The  rate  of  reuse  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  increase  with  growing  demands 
for  water.  With  each  reuse,  new  foreign 
substances  are  added  so  that  even  after 
sewage  treatment,  the  suitability  of  the 
water  for  further  use  is  progressively  im¬ 
paired.  This  means  that  water  must  be 
freed  of  all  undesirable  foreign  sub¬ 
stances,  including  viral  and  harmful  bac¬ 
teria,  new  organic  materials  resistant  to 
treatment,  detergents,  nutrients,  min¬ 
eral  salts,  radioactive  contaminants,  and 
other  pollutants.  Very  little  research 
money  has  been  put  into  this  field  due 
to  the  fact  that  sewage  research  activi¬ 
ties  are  almost  entirely  dependent  on 
public  support.  By  comparison,  the  bio¬ 
logical  know-how  in  industry  has  been 
relatively  far  advanced  by  the  heavy  in¬ 
vestments  industry  has  allocated  to  sci¬ 
entific  research. 

The  highest  degree  of  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  by  present  methods  is  generally 
called  complete  treatment,  that  is,  a  high 
percentage  of  suspended  solids  and  bio¬ 
chemical  oxygen  demand — b.o.d. — is  re¬ 
moved.  In  complete  treatment  employ¬ 
ing  the  activated  sludge  process,  remov¬ 
als  of  85  to  90  percent  of  the  b.o.d.  and 
85  to  90  percent  of  the  suspended  solids 
are  possible.  Generally,  the  percentage 
of  removal  is  about  85  percent.  It  has 
been  mentioned  that  in  1957,  the  dis¬ 
charge  of  treated  sewage  by  our  larger 
metropolitan  areas,  which  realized  over 
85-percent  removals,  often  has  the  same 
effect  as  discharging  the  raw  sewage 
from  over  1  million  people. 

There  is  every  reason  to  believe  that 
a  vigorous  research  attack  on  waste 
treatment  problems  would  lead  to  break¬ 
throughs  and  new  processes  which  will 
make  it  possible  to  handle  ever-increas¬ 
ing  wasteloads,  and  even  to  restore 
streams  to  a  state  approaching  their 
original  natural  purity.  Present  and 
predicted  needs  reveal  that  a  basic  re¬ 
search  project  should  be  initiated  imme¬ 
diately,  because  it  would  no  doubt  take 
some  time  before  the  results  would  have 
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a  significant  impact  on  munipical  sew¬ 
age  treatment  facilities. 

If  all  waste  or  all  water  deteriorating 
elements  could  be  removed  by  treatment, 
a  region’s  water  supply  could  be  used 
over  and  over.  Even  though  removal  or 
treatment  could  approach  100  percent, 
there  would  still  be  an  oxygen  demand 
induced  by  treatment  itself,  which  under 
presently  known  technology,  can  be  off¬ 
set  only  by  an  adequate  flow  of  water  in 
the  stream.  Also,  water  being  stored  and 
released  at  the  proper  time,  can  do  much 
toward  reducing  the  temperature  of 
water,  thus  reducing  the  polluting  effect 
of  heat.  Water  of  good  quality  could  be 
stored  and  released  and  mixed  with 
water  of  lesser  quality,  thereby  perhaps 
making  it  suitable  for  various  uses. 

The  committee  felt  that  extension  of 
Federal  enforcement  to  include  navi¬ 
gable  waters,  as  well  as  interstate  waters, 
would  seem  to  be  needed  in  view  of  the 
limitation  imposed'  in  connection  with 
enforcement  laws  now  in  effect.  In  other 
words,  many  coastal  waters  are  now  ex¬ 
cluded,  as  well  as  waters,  although  they 
may  be  navigable,  which  do  not  cross  or 
form  parts  of  State  boundaries.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  it  would  be  helpful  to  States,  in 
coping  with  water  pollution  problems,  if 
the  Federal  Government  were  permitted, 
upon  request  of  the  Governor,  to  enter 
into  intrastate  cases.  The  States  should, 
however,  exhaust  every  resource  avail¬ 
able  to  them  before  asking  for  Federal 
assistance. 

The  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  au¬ 
thorizes  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  include  capac¬ 
ity  in  reservoirs  for  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supplies,  along  with  ca¬ 
pacity  for  other  purposes.  The  act  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  repayment  of  these  costs 
with  interest.  It  provides  that  capacity 
may  be  included  for  present  and  antici¬ 
pated  future  demands  and  that  not  to 
exceed  30  percent  of  the  total  cost  of 
any  project  constructed  by  these  agen¬ 
cies  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated  fu¬ 
ture  demands.  The  present  law  has 
been  interpreted,  in  certain  instances, 
to  mean  that  firm  contracts  must  be 
entered  into  for  that  portion  set  aside 
for  future  demands,  as  well  as  present 
demands,  however,  the  original  intention 
was  that  anly  reasonable  assurances  of 
use  and  repayment  need  to  be  obtained 
with  respect  to  the  capacity  set  aside 
for  future  demands.  There  is  a  need  to 
amend  this  particular  provision  because 
in  many  instances,  projects  are  being 
planned  which,  along  with  flood  control, 
hydropower,  and  so  forth,  offer  opportu¬ 
nities  for  the  storage  of  water  for  future 
municipal  and  industrial  demands,  but 
there  is  no  entity  with  whom  to  contract. 
In  many  cases,  it  is  probable  that  if  an 
adequate  quantity  of  water  is  available, 
the  natural  resources  of  an  area  will  be 
developed  whereas,  without  the  availabil¬ 
ity  of  such  a  supply,  there  would  be  no 
opportunity  for  such  development.  It 
would  seem  that  when  reservoir  projects 
are  being  planned,  the  full  potentials  of 
the  site  should  be  developed  as  an  “in¬ 
surance”  for  the  future.  It  would  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  appropriate  to  include  capac¬ 
ity  for  future  demands  on  the  basis  of 


studies  and  analysis  of  future  potential 
uses  without  requiring  a  firm  contract. 

One  purpose  of  S.  120,  as  amended,  is 
to  extend  the  authorization  for  grants 
to  States  and  interstate  agencies  to  as¬ 
sist  them  in  meeting  the  costs  of  estab¬ 
lishing  and  maintaining  adequate  meas¬ 
ures  for  the  prevention  and  control  of 
water  pollution.  The  present  authori¬ 
zation  in  the  amount  of  $3  million 
annually  will  expire  during  fiscal  year 
1961  and  this  bill  would  authorize  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  this  program  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  5  fiscal  years  and  would  increase 
the  grants  to  $5  million  annually. 

The  bill  would  authorize  an  increase 
in  construction  grants  from  $50  million 
annually  to  $70  million  for  fiscal  year 
1962,  $80  million  for  fiscal  year  1963,  $90 
million  for  fiscal  year  1964,  $100  million 
for  fiscal  year  1965,  and  $100  million  for 
fiscal  year  1966. 

It  would  increase  a  top  limit  on  indi¬ 
vidual  grants  at  $500,000  or  30  percent 
of  the  project  cost,  whichever  is  the 
smaller.  It  would  also  permit  several 
communities  to  join  together  in  con¬ 
structing  joint  facilities  and  each  could 
obtain  the  maximum  allowable  grant. 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  three  communities 
a  total  grant  of  up  to  $1.5  million  might 
be  obtained.  The  bill  would  protect 
communities  having  filed  qualified  appli¬ 
cations  which  do  not  exceed  $250,000.  It 
provides  for  a  reallocation  of  funds 
among  the  States;  however,  such  reallo¬ 
cation  is  not  permitted  during  a  period 
of  2  years. 

The  bill  has  several  provisions  not  in 
existing  law  which  are  of  great  impor¬ 
tance. 

First.  Authority  for  Federal  agencies 
to  include  capacity  in  reservoirs  for 
water  quality  control.  This  capacity  not 
to  be  a  substitute  for  adequate  treatment 
of  sewage.  A  determination  would  be 
made  of  the  benefits  of  such  capacity  and 
an  appropriate  share  of  the  cost  allo¬ 
cated  to  this  purpose.  Beneficiaries 
would  be  determined  and  if  the  benefits 
are  widespread  or  national  in  scope,  the 
costs  of  such  capacity  would  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable. 

Second.  There  would  be  authorized  the 
establishment  of  research  and  demon¬ 
stration  facilities  to  study  and  determine 
practicable  means  of  treating  municipal 
sewage  and  other  waterborne  waste  to 
remove  the  maximum  amount  of  physi¬ 
cal,  chemical,  and  biological  pollutants. 
There  would  be  authorized  $10  million 
for  the  establishment  of  a  research  and 
demonstration  center  and  $5  million  an¬ 
nually  would  be  authorized  for  5  years 
for  the  purpose  of  conducting  required 
studies  and  developing  new  methods  of 
treatment  or  treatment  plant  construc¬ 
tion.  The  program  would  also  include 
the  development  of  prototypes  or  models 
to  demonstrate  results  of  research  find¬ 
ings. 

Third.  Authority  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  field  laboratories  in  various  parts 
of  the  country  for  research  and  demon¬ 
strations  in  water  pollution  control. 

Fourth.  The  requirement  that  such 
action  as  may  be  necessary  be  taken  to 
insure  payment  of  wages  on  treatment 
construction  projects,  at  not  less  than 


those  prevailing  on  construction  in  the 
immediate  locality  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  in  accordance  with 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

Fifth.  The  expansion  of  Federal  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement  authority  to  all  navigable 
waters,  including  authority  to  enter  into 
intrastate  water  pollution  cases  upon  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Governor. 

The  bill  would  also  make  changes  in 
the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  which 
would  permit  the  inclusion  of  capacity  in 
Corps  of  Engineers  or  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  reservoirs  for  future  water  sup¬ 
plies  on  the  basis  that  repayment  con¬ 
tracts  need  not  be  entered  into  until  such 
capacity  is  first  used. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  committee  amendments  be 
considered  and  agreed  to  en  bloc,  and 
that  the  bill  as  thus  amended  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  original  text  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  have  been  asked  some  questions  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  so-called  Moss  amend¬ 
ment,  which  was  an  amendment  in  con¬ 
troversy  in  the  committee. 

I  wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  object  to  excluding  from 
his  request  the  so-called  Moss  amend¬ 
ment,  in  order  that  it  might  be  voted 
upon  automatically  and  separately. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  say  to  the  Senator,  I 
hope  the  amendments  agreed  to  by  the 
committee  may  be,  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  agreed  to  en  bloc  and  considered  a 
part  of  the  text  of  the  bill,  reserving  to 
any  Member  of  the  Senate  the  right  to 
make  a  motion  to  strike  any  amendment 
if  he  so  desires.  Of  course,  the  request 
can  be  made  only  for  unanimous  consent. 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
McNamara  in  the  chair).  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  should  like  to  have  that  one 
amendment  held  up  temporarily.  There 
have  been  some  questions  asked  concern¬ 
ing  it.  I  should  like  to  insure  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  amendment  without  the 
necessity  of  having  a  separate  motion  to 
strike. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  of  the  other 
committee  amendments  be  agreed  to  en 
bloc,  and  that  the  bill  as  thus  amended 
be  considered  as  original  text  for  the 
purpose  of  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and,  without  objection,  the 
committee  amendments,  except  the  first, 
are  agx-eed  to  en  bloc,  and  consdered 
original  text. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  now  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  offer  an 
amendment  which  I  regard  as  a  tech¬ 
nical  amendment:  On  page  11,  line  21, 
add  the  word  “reasonable”  after  the 
word  “is”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
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from  Oklahoma?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  with  the 
amendments  thus  provided,  and  the  bill 
subject  to  further  amendment,  I  urge  the 
passage  of  S.  120. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the 
problem  of  inadequate  sewage  treatment 
works  and  trunk  lines  is  one  which  faces 
almost  every  city  in  our  Nation,  but 
these  inadequacies  are  especially  critical 
in  areas  of  exploding  population.  With 
the  high  costs  of  construction  and  the 
need  to  plan  and  to  develop  systems  to 
a  capacity  capable  of  handling  the  esti¬ 
mated  populations  of  two  decades  or 
more  from  now,  it  is  especially  difficult 
for  the  smaller  cities  near  a  major  met¬ 
ropolitan  center  to  meet  their  respon¬ 
sibilities  in  this  area.  Certainly,  the 
great  purpose  of  the  original  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  has  been  particu¬ 
larly  to  aid  these  smaller  communities. 
On  page  8  of  the  report  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works  on  S.  120 
which  is  now  before  us,  it  states  that — 

The  committee  encourages  adjacent  com¬ 
munities  to  band  together  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  joint  treatment  and 
disposal  works,  utilizing  such  financial 
arrangements  and  methods  as  authorized  by 
State  statute.  In  addition,  the  committee 
encourages  adjacent  communities  to  avail 
themselves  of  service  capacity  available  in 
presently  operating  projects  serving  more 
than  one  municipality. 

In  my  own  State  of  California,  a 
unique  experiment  is  now  underway.  In 
the  San  Diego  urbanized  area,  the  popu¬ 
lation  has  grown  from  almost  433,000  in 
1950  to  over  850,000  in  the  early  part  of 
this  decade.  There  is  no  sign  of  a  letup 
in  this  growth.  With  this  increasing 
population,  as  in  many  cities  and  towns 
throughout  America,  came  pollution 
problems.  The  result  has  been  that  the 
California  State  Water  Pollution  Control 
Board  has  served  San  Diego  and  several 
of  the  surrounding  communities  with  a 
cease  and  desist  order  with  reference  to 
pollution  of  the  San  Diego  Bay. 

Because  of  the  excellent  cooperative 
relationship  which  exists  between  San 
Diego  and  the  smaller  towns  adjacent  to 
it,  a  pioneering  effort  to  remedy  this 
pollution  problem  was  undertaken.  The 
smaller  cities  of  Chula  Vista,  Coronado, 
El  Cajon,  Imperial  Beach,  La  Mesa,  Na¬ 
tional  City,  and  three  sanitation  districts 
of  Lemon  Grove,  Rolando,  and  Spring 
Valley  banded  together  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  city  of  San  Diego  and  agreed 
to  a  50-year  contract — 40  years  plus  an 
option  for  10  years — to  construct  the 
necessary  works  to  meet  their  sewage  dis¬ 
posal  needs.  The  system  will  be  con¬ 
structed  initially  to  its  estimated  ca¬ 
pacity  in  1980.  Each  city  has  agreed 
upon  its  share  of  the  construction  costs 
based  on  a  determination  as  to  existing 
population,  estimated  growth,  and  other 
factors  such  as  their  industrial  capacity. 
The  proportion  of  the  total  project  for 
each  of  these  entities  is  approximately  as 
follows: 


San  Diego _ 

Chula  Vista _ 

Coronado _ 

El  Cajon _ 

Imperial  Beach 
National  City... 
Lemon  Grove... 

Rolando _ 

Spring  Valley. 
La  Mesa _ 


Percent 
..  72 
._  11.2 
..  1.3 

._  4.  3 

._  1.3 

..  3.4 

1.2 
.  13 
..  2.5 

..  2. 5 


Under  the  sewage  disposal  agreement 
of  1960,  which  these  jurisdictions  entered 
into,  the  city  of  San  Diego  will  admin¬ 
ister  the  contract  and  works.  An  ad¬ 
visory  body  is  created  with  each  juris¬ 
diction  represented.  This  body  has  rec¬ 
ommending  powers.  An  arbitration 
clause  is  provided.  The  project  is  to  be 
built  to  a  designed  capacity  of  233,920,- 
000  gallons  per  day.  The  entire  cost  over 
the  50-year  period,  including  principal 
and  interest,  will  be  approximately  $106,- 
933,511.  Next  Tuesday,  the  sealed  bids 
on  a  bond  issue  of  $42,500,000  will  be 
opened. 

However,  as  I  stated,  the  city  of  San 
Diego  will  own  the  works.  Actually,  the 
c.^y  would  have  no  objection  to  joint 
ownership,  but  the  belief  was  that  they 
would  not  be  able  to  sell  their  revenue 
bonds,  which  are  needed  if  the  project 
is  to  be  constructed,  unless  the  full  credit 
of  a  single  governmental  unit,  in  this 
case  the  city  of  San  Diego,  stood  behind 
these  bonds.  The  communities  also  de¬ 
cided  that  they  did  not  want  an  overrid¬ 
ing  sewage  disposal  district  which  would 
mean  another  taxing  agency  and  also 
a  possible  loss  of  direction  by  the  com¬ 
munities  involved.  Consequently,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  excellent  cooperative  spirit 
which  exists  between  the  central  city 
and  the  surrounding  municipalities,  this 
pioneering  venture  was  undertaken.  It 
might  well  set  a  pattern  as  to  how  other 
metropolitan  problems  could  be  solved 
within  the  framework  of  existing  local 
government. 

Since  the  communities  do  not  own  the 
works,  they  have  agreed  contractually  to 
a  “capacity  service  charge”  based  on 
their  share  of  the  cost  of  the  ultimate 
designed  capacity.  For  example,  in  the 
case  of  La  Mesa,  the  current  capacity  of 
the  La  Mesa  sewage  system  is  approxi¬ 
mately  3  million  gallons  per  day.  Under 
the  contract  I  have  discussed,  La  Mesa 
has  reserved  a  capacity  of  6  million  gal¬ 
lons  per  day.  Under  the  contract  I 
have  discussed,  La  Mesa  has  reserved  a 
capacity  of  6  million  gallons  per  day  out 
of  the  total  designed  capacity  of  the 
system  of  almost  234  million  gallons 
per  day.  This  is  2.56  percent  of  the 
total  and  it  will  cost  La  Mesa  $2,742,823 
over  the  50 -year  period.  Besides  these 
“capacity  service  charges,”  each  jurisdic¬ 
tion  pays  additional  charges  based  on 
the  transportation  and  treatment  of  the 
sewage.  The  “capacity  service  charges” 
relate  only  to  the  cost  of  these  works. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
representatives  of  the  small  communities 
involved.  Each  of  these  officials  has  told 
me  that  by  cooperating  in  such  a  project 
they  are  able  to  solve  their  pollution 
problems  more  efficiently  and  at  a  lower 
cost.  I  would  like  to  say  that,  in  my 
judgment,  it  is  our  intention  to  enact 


this  legislation  in  order  to  encourage 
joint  projects  by  smaller  communities 
using  all  the  devices  open  to  them  under 
State  law. 

Secondly,  I  believe  that  the  fact  that 
these  smaller  communities  do  not  actu¬ 
ally  own  the  central  system  to  which 
they  are  contractually  obligated  for  the 
initial  capital  construction  and  addi¬ 
tional  improvements  of  the  treatment 
works  and  trunklines  is  not  a  bar  to  their 
eligibility  in  applying  for  a  Federal  grant 
under  this  legislation. 

I  ask  my  esteemed  friend  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  if  he  con¬ 
curs  in  my  judgment  of  the  intention  of 
the  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
California  briefly  to  restate  the  principle 
that  he  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  believe  it  is  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  as  well  as  other  members  of 
his  committee,  and  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  itself,  to  encourage  joint  projects 
by  smaller  communities  using  all  the 
devices  open  to  them  under  State  law  as 
I  have  discussed  them  here.  The  situa¬ 
tion  is  illustrated  in  San  Diego,  where  a 
number  of  small  communities  have 
banded  together  for  a  cooperative  effort 
with  respect  to  their  common  water  pol¬ 
lution  problem.  I  have  said  that  in  my 
opinion  the  proposed  legislation  is  de¬ 
signed,  and  is  intended  to  be  available 
to  each  of  those  communities  which 
have  banded  together  in  a  joint  effort, 
and  I  ask  the  Senator  if  he  would  confirm 
my  understanding  of  the  intention  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  benefits  are  designed 
to  be  available  in  more  than  one  grant 
for  joint  sewage  treatment  facilities 
where  more  than  one  incorporated  areas 
participates  jointly  in  the  development 
of  such  facility.  Under  the  language  of 
the  bill,  each  separate  incorporated  com¬ 
munity  participating  in  a  joint  project 
would  be  eligible  for  a  grant  of  up  to  30 
percent  of  its  proportionate  cost,  or  up 
to  $500,000,  whichever  is  less,  and  two  or 
more  such  grants  would  be  permitted  to 
be  used  by  the  cooperating  communities 
in  the  joint  facility.  Does  that  state¬ 
ment  answer  the  Senator’s  question? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Very  clearly.  I  ask 
the  Senator  whether  the  eligibility  of  a 
given  community  under  the  terms  and 
intent  of  the  bill  rests  on  the  obligation 
which  the  community  assumes  with  re¬ 
spect  to  such  a  joint  project  in  San  Diego 
as  I  have  outlined. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not  believe  I  under¬ 
stand  the  question. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  For  example,  assume 
that  city  A,  city  B,  city  C,  city  D,  city 
E,  and  city  F  enter  into  a  contract.  City 
A  is  a  large  community.  Title  to  the 
works  may  vest  in  city  A.  City  B  agrees 
to  pay  a  moiety  percentage  of  the  cost 
of  the  joint  construction  or  operation, 
under  a  contract  with  city  A.  I  ask  my 
friend  if  the  obligation  which  city  B 
assumes  under  the  contract  is  sufficient 
to  qualify  city  B  for  the  benefits  of  the 
proposed  legislation? 

Mr.  KERR.  As  I  understand,  if  an 
individual  project  were  contemplated, 
the  program  would  work  in  the  following 
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way:  For  example,  if  city  B  were  eligible 
for  an  individual  contract  or  grant,  it 
would  be  eligible  to  participate  in  a  joint 
facility.  The  benefit  that  it  could  hope 
to  receive  under  the  bill  would  be  calcu¬ 
lated  thus:  The  obligation  of  city  B  in 
the  joint  facility  would  be  determined. 
It  would  be  eligible  for  a  grant  of  up  to 
$250,000,  or  30  percent  of  its  pro  rata  part 
of  the  cost,  whichever  is  less.  Under  the 
proposed  legislation  it  would  be  eligible 
for  an  amount  up  to  $500,000,  or  30  per¬ 
cent  of  its  pro  rata  part  of  the  cost  of  the 
joint  operation,  whichever  of  the  two  is 
less. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  our  hypothetical 
situation  let  us  assume  that  title  to  the 
actual  works  involved  were  vested  en¬ 
tirely  in  city  A.  I  do  not  believe  there 
is  any  question,  but  I  wish  simply  to  be 
assured,  that  under  the  terms  and  intent 
of  the  bill,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  that  fact  would  be  no 
bar  to  the  benefits  under  the  bill  being 
available  to  city  B  or  city  C,  and  the 
other  municipal  participants,  which 
would  participate  in  the  venture  actually 
owned  by  city  A. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  my  opinion,  if  com¬ 
munity  B  were  paying  as  much  as  70 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  part  allocated 
to  it,  it  would  then  be  eligible  to  partici¬ 
pate  under  the  bill ;  and  what  it  did  with 
its  facility  after  the  project  was  con¬ 
structed  would  be  a  matter  for  its 
determination. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  very  much.  This  is  an  ex¬ 
cellent  provision  in  this  legislation.  I 
want  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  to 
know  of  my  congratulations  to  him  and 
to  the  committee  for  fashioning  the  bill 
and  bringing  it  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KERR.  For  and  on  behalf  of  the 
committee  I  accept  the  congratulations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  a  question  which  I 
should  like  to  present  to  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma.  Suppose  a  commu¬ 
nity  has  had  a  project  built  already  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and  then 
the  community  grows  and  finds  that  it 
has  a  requirement  for  a  larger  project. 
Would  the  city  be  eligible  for  a  second 
project  to  accommodate  the  needs  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  new  growth? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  would  say  that  if  the 
city  had  built  a  project  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  1956  Act  and  then  found 
itself  requiring  additional  facilities,  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Act  it 
would  be  eligible  to  receive  a  grant, 
provided  that  the  one  it  had  originally 
received  and  the  one  sought  do  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $500,000,  or,  in  connection  with 
the  additional  project,  30  percent  of  its 
cost,  whichever  is  less. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  an¬ 
swer  is  in  the  affirmative,  then,  that  the 
city  might  receive  a  second  grant  if  it 
was  an  additional  project  that  was  re¬ 
quired  by  the  growth  of  the  city,  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  amount  of  the  grant  came 
within  the  limitations  of  the  new  Act. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  withdraw  the  objection  I 


made  earlier  to  the  consideration  of  the 
so-called  Moss  amendment  as  original 
text. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  all  committee  amendments 
are  agreed  to,  with  the  bill  as  amended 
to  be  treated  as  original  text  for  purpose 
of  further  amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  has 
presented  a  good  bill  to  the  Senate,  and 
I  shall  be  pleased  to  support  it. 

The  existing  pollution  control  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  of  great  assistance  to 
many  Arkansas  communities  in  en¬ 
abling  them  to  install  or  improve  their 
sewage  treatment  facilities.  I  recently 
received  a  tabulation  from  the  Public 
Health  Service  showing  the  importance 
of  the  sewage  treatment  works  grant 
program  to  Arkansas.  As  of  May  15  of 
this  year,  89  applications  from  commu¬ 
nities  throughout  Arkansas  had  been 
approved  for  which  the  Federal  grants 
totaled  almost  $5  million.  The  fact 
that  57  applications  are  now  pending  in 
various  stages  illustrates  the  great  need 
for  continuation  of  this  program  in  my 
State.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  tabulation  listing  the  applications 
which  have  been  approved  and  those 
which  are  pending  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  following  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
under  the  committee’s  bill,  Arkansas 
will  receive  a  total  of  $8,359,020  in 
grants  for  construction  of  waste  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  in  the  5-year  period  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  next  fiscal  year 
These  additional  funds  will  insure  that 
Arkansas  communities  are  given  the 
needed  encouragement  and  assistance  in 
improving  their  sewage  facilities  and 
will  greatly  help  us  in  clearing  up  and 
keeping  clean  Arkansas’  rivers  and 
streams. 

The  committee  is  to  be  commended 
for  its  inclusion  of  the  provision  in  the 
bill  which  liberalizes  the  Water  Supply 
Act  of  1958.  This  provision  which  al¬ 
lows  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  as  the  case  may 
be,  to  include  water  supply  capacity  in 
Federal  reservoirs  without  definite  con¬ 
tractual  commitments  from  State  or 
local  interests  is  a  realistic  approach  to 
meeting  the  water  supply  needs  of  the 
future.  The  number  of  good  reservoir 
sites  in  this  country  is  dwindling  rapid¬ 
ly,  and  it  is  in  the  national  interest  that 
any  reservoirs  constructed  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  should  include  provision  for  water 
supply  if  there  is  some  indication  that 
the  water  will  be  needed  in  the  area  in 
the  reasonable  future,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  firm  contractual  obliga¬ 
tions  have  not  been  entered  into  be¬ 
tween  the  local  agencies  and  the 
Government  for  use  of  the  water  from 
the  reservoir.  The  people  of  Arkansas 
are  growing  increasingly  aware  of  the 
importance  of  adequate  water  supply 
in  our  industrial  development  program, 
and  this  provision  in  the  bill  should  in¬ 
sure  that  water  supply  is  included  as  a 
project  purpose  in  any  additional  reser¬ 
voirs  constructed  in  the  State. 


I  am  also  pleased  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  added  language  to  the  bill  which 
would  permit  the  inclusion  in  reservoirs 
of  capacity  for  water  which  would  im¬ 
prove  low-flow  conditions,  and  thus  al¬ 
leviate  danger  to  fish  and  wildlife,  as 
well  as  decrease  pollution  dangers. 
This  is  a  needed  addition  to  the  few 
items  which  can  be  considered  in  de¬ 
termining  the  economic  feasibility  of  a 
reservoir  project. 

I  hope  that  this  bill  will  pass  the  Sen¬ 
ate  by  an  overwhelming  margin. 

Exhibit  1 

Arkansas 

Construction  grants  for  sewage  treatment 
works  as  of  May  15, 1961 

ALLOCATIONS 


Fiscal  year 

Amount 

1957 _ _ _ _ _ 

$1, 047, 925 
1, 030, 100 
1,024, 975 
1,011,250 
1, 007, 675 

1958 _ _ 

1959 _ _ _ _ 

1960 _ 

1961 _ _ 

Total _ _ 

5, 121, 925 

APPLICATIONS 


Status 

Num¬ 

ber 

Estimated 

eligible 

project 

costs 

Grant 
oiler  or 
request 

Approved  to  date . 

89 

$19,708,068 

$4,  798,  867.  82 

Pending  (total) _ 

57 

11,  349, 128 

2,  077, 298.  00 

In  PHS  regional 

office _ 

3 

382,  528 

111,  098.  00 

In  State  agency  1 . 
In  preparation  in 

0 

0 

0 

municipalities  ■_ 

54 

10,  966,  600 

1,  966,  200.  00 

1  As  reported  by  the  State  agency. 


APPLICATIONS  APPROVED 


Altheimer . . 

$58,  771 
50,443 
46,530 
229, 335 

Bearden . . 

Benton _ _ _ 

141,  048 
310,  000 
115,  595 
59,  785 

Bentonville . . 

Do.. . . . 

Bradford _ 

35|  291 
478,  571 

Camden . 

79, 843 
85, 996 
19,  814 
75, 276 

Charleston _ 

College  Heights _ 

83;  584 
121,  748 
69, 406 
32,  424 
70, 193 
198, 034 
51,617 
52, 642 
44, 012 

Do'.  . 

Decatur _ 

El  Dorado _ 

469, 201 
59,  850 

1, 124,  500 
923,680 
17,  817 

Faulkner  l  ake . 

Fordyce _ _ 

58, 573 
36, 130 
41,  957 

nnie.t.t 

Gould . . . 

98',  603 
66, 570 
88,  750 
106,  343 

Green  Forest _ 

Hamburg _ 

Harrison  . . . 

62, 907 
508,  722 
56, 293 
25,961 

Helena. . 

74;  521 
38,232 
76,  846 
171,016 
624,  823 

Huttig _ 

Do.. . 

Judsonia _ 

72,727 
78, 150 
71, 598 

Ken  sett _ 

Lake  Village . . 

184;  800 

2, 126,  000 

2, 697, 997 
102, 514 

Little  Rock . . 

Do . . 

Do . 

Malvern . . . . 

5A  575 

$17,  631.00 
15, 132.  90 
13,  959.  00 
68, 800.  62 
42,  211.  50 
93,  000. 00 

34,  678.  47 
17,  935.  00 
10,587.37 

143,  571.  00 

23. 953.  00 
25,  798.  80 

5,  944.  00 
22,  582.  88 
25,  063.  31 

35,  722.  50 
20,  821.  77 

9,  727. 12 
21, 058.  20 
59,  410.  07 

15. 485. 16 

15,  792.  55 
13, 203. 51 

140,  760.  23 

17. 954.  99 
250, 000. 00 
250,000.00 

6,  344.  98 
17,  571.80 
10, 839.  08 
12,  587.  03 

29,  580.  99 

19,  970.  96 
26, 625.  01 
31,  902.  96 
18,871.98 

152, 616.  70 

16,  725.  38 
7, 788. 25 

22. 356. 17 
11,469.69 
23, 053. 80 
51, 304.  93 

187,  500.  00 
21,818.00 
22,  630.  57 

20,  000.00 
55, 439.  85 

250, 000.  00 
250,000.00 

30,  754. 06 
16,  672.  45 


1961 
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Construction  grants  for  sewage  treatment 
works  as  of  May  15, 1961 — Continued 

APPLICATIONS  APPROVED— continued 


Status 


Estimated 
Num-  eligible 
ber  project 


Grant 
offer  or 
request 


costs 


McGehee _ 

M  orrilton _ 

Murfreesboro _  - 

Do _ _ 

$48,000 
46, 514 
217,819 
194, 142 
31,704 
256,  468 
46,  036 
12,  787 


$14,  400.  00 
13,  954.  26 
65, 345.  67 
58, 242. 64 
9,511. 17 
76, 940.  49 
13, 810.  81 
3, 836. 16 


North  Little  Rock_ 

Pangbum _ 

Parkin _ 

Pea  Ridge _ 

Piggott - - 

Pine  Bluff _ 

Pocahontas _ 

Pulaski  County _ 

Rogers . . . 

Searcy _ _ 

Sheridan _ 

Sherwood _ 


54, 600 
30, 680 
14,099 
57,  400 
153, 663 
790,  782 
183,000 
167, 152 
430, 000 
102,  738 
136,  767 
146,  604 


16, 380.  00 
9, 168.  60 
4,  229.  83 
17,  220.00 
46,  098.  90 
237,  234.  60 
54,  900.  00 
50,  145.  50 
129,  000.  00 
30,821.44 
41,030.00 
43,  9»1. 10 


Sliilcotte  Bayou 
(North  Little 

Rock) . 

Do, _ _ 1. . 

Sparkman _ 

Springdale _ 

Do . 

Stuttgart _ 

Texarkana _ _ 

Do _ 

Turrell . _ 

Van  Buren _ 

Weiner . . . 

Wynne. 


Total. 


89 


816, 080 
185, 471 
29,000 
205,704 
44,  372 
40,000 
242,  677 
23,  890 
95,  722 
67, 168 
990, 696 
66,628 
572,  284 
165,  455 
295,  572 
55,  691 
60,089 


19,  708,  068 


244,  824. 00 
55,641.20 
8,  700. 00 
61,711.32 
13,311.60 
12,  000.  00 
72,  803.  24 
7, 167.  00 
28,  716.  55 
19,  716.  60 
250,  000. 00 
19, 088.  33 
171,685.20 
49, 636. 38 
88,  671.  74 
16,  707.  19 
18,  026.  71 


4,  798, 867. 82 


PENDING  IN  REGIONAL  OFFICE 


66,003 
271,308 
45,  217 

17,551.00 
81,392.00 
12, 155.  00 

Total . . 

3 

382,  528 

111,098.00 

Pending  in  State  agency:  None. 


REPORTED  IN  PREPARATION 


$60,000 

61,000 

Berry  ville . . . . 

Cabot . . 

60,000 
60,000 
150,  000 

Clarendon _ _ 

Dardanell, . 

5o;ooo 
60,000 
100,000 
80,000 
70,  000 

Earle,  . . . 

Fort  Smith _ _ 

C»00,  000 

Harrisburg . . . . 

80,  000 
30,  000 

Hazen _ _ _ _ _ 

45,000 

100,000 

39,000 

50,000 

80,000 

60,000 

100,000 

Mammoth  Springs, . . 

McCrorv _ 

Mount  Ida _ _ _ 

M arked  Tree . . . . 

Nashville. . . . .. 

Paragould . . 

46^000 
98, 000 
80, 000 
390, 000 
100,000 
80,000 
45,000 
410, 000 

Ozark . . . . 

Rector . . . 

Russellville _ _ _ 

Waldo . . 

West  Helena . . . 

33,600 

100,000 
60, 000 

Cotton  Plant . . 

Du  Vails  Bluff _ _ 

80^000 

England . 

70’  000 

1,  500, 000 
45,000 
85, 000 

Gentry . . . . 

Heber  Springs . . 

Hughes... . . 

45,000 

Joiner . . . . 

75,000 

Keiser . . . . 

28,000 
44,000 
65,000 
45, 000 

Lake  City . . . . 

leach  ville . . 

Iepanto . 

Little  Rock . . 

4, 000, 000 
76,000 
64,000 
90,000 

Lonoke . . . . . 

Mulberry . . 

New  Port . 

$18,000.00 
18,  000. 00 
18, 000.  00 
18, 000.  00 
45, 000.  00 
15, 000.  00 
18,  000.  00 
30,  000.  00 
18,000.00 
20, 000.  00 
180,  000.  00 
25,  000.  00 
9, 000.00 
13,  500.  00 
30,  000.  00 
11,700.00 
15,000.00 
20, 000.  00 
18,  000. 00 
20,  000. 00 
138,  000.  00 
29,  400. 00 
20, 000. 00 
9, 000.  00 
26, 000. 00 
20, 000.  00 
13,  500. 00 
122, 000.  00 
10, 000. 00 
25, 000.  00 
18,  000.  00 
20, 000. 00 
15,000.00 
250, 000. 00 
13,  500. 00 
25, 000. 00 
13, 500. 00 
22,  500. 00 
8, 400. 00 
13,000.00 
15,000.00 
13, 500. 00 
250,000.00 
22,  500. 00 
19,  200. 00 
27, 000. 00 


Construction  grants  for  sewage  treatment 
works  as  of  May  15, 1961 — Continued 


reported  in  preparation— continued 


Status 

Num¬ 

ber 

Estimated 

eligible 

project 

costs 

Grant 
offer  or 
request 

Prairie  Grove _ 

$30,000 
139,000 
45,000 
30,000 
410,  000 
65,  000 
65.000 
80,000 

$8,000.00 
41, 000.  00 
13,  500.  00 
9,  000. 00 
122,  000.  00 
19,  500. 00 
15,000.00 
20,000.00 

Prescott . . 

Tuckerman . . __ 

West  Memphis _ 

Wilmot _ _ 

Wilson _  . 

Yellville... . . 

Total _ 

54 

10, 966,  600 

1,  966,  200.  00 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  water — too 
long  considered  to  be  in  endless  abun¬ 
dance — has  become  the  No.  1  resource 
problem  confronting  the  United  States 
today.  The  Nation  is  not  running  out  of 
water  as  is  frequently  heard — the 
amount  of  water  is  not  declining — there 
is  just  as  much  as  there  ever  was.  But 
as  other  nations  have  done,  we  have  sim¬ 
ply  come  to  that  point  in  our  own  history 
where  we  must  recognize  that  the 
amount  of  water  which  can  be  made 
available  for  our  use  is  not  unlimited; 
indeed,  it  is  rather  rigidly  fixed.  Since 
we  cannot  manufacture  water  to  in¬ 
crease  our  supply — although  we  are 
working  on  desalinization  of  sea  water 
and  cloud  seeding  to  bring  more  rain — 
it  is  imperative  that  we  learn  to  manage 
our  limited  supply  so  that  this  Nation 
may  continue  its  growth  and  prosperity, 
may  provide  for  an  adequate  national 
defense,  and  may  continue  its  leadership 
of  the  free  world. 

The  water  problem  is  directly  related 
to  the  very  rapid  population  and  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  which  this  country  is  ex¬ 
periencing,  and  which  is  expected  to  ex¬ 
tend  into  the  predictable  future.  l£  is 
related  also  to  the  physical  limitations 
of  our  national  water  resource;  to  the 
enormous  increases  in  water  use  in  sup¬ 
port  of  national  growth  and  increasing 
standards  of  living;  to  the  resulting  dis¬ 
charges  of  vast  amounts  of  pollution  of 
a  changing  and  complex  nature;  and  to 
our  failure  to  keep  up  with  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  needs  in  the  years  behind  us. 

In  the  past,  we  met  rising  demands  for 
water  largely  through  construction  of 
storage  facilities  to  increase  the  amount 
of  water  available  for  use  and  did  not 
give  enough  attention  to  conserving 
water  quality.  Now,  with  the  limit  of 
the  amount  of  dependable  water  supply 
in  sight,  and  total  water  use  approach¬ 
ing  this  limit,  a  high  priority  in  water 
resources  developments  must  be  given  to 
the  all-important  need  of  providing  for 
the  cleanliness  of  the  limited  supply  so 
that  it  can  be  used  and  reused  in  meet¬ 
ing  the  Nation’s  increasing  requirements 
for  water  for  all  purposes. 

Oversimplifying  a  very  complex  situ¬ 
ation:  the  water  resources  problem  of 
the  United  States  from  now  on  is  one 
of  making  the  relatively  fixed  supply  of 
water  meet  a  rapidly  increasing  demand 
by  providing  the  right  quantity  of  water 
of  the  right  quality  where  it  is  needed. 

To  meet  needs,  our  capturable  water 
resources  must  be  developed  to  their 
maximum  amounts  and  effective  pro¬ 


grams  of  pollution  prevention  and  con¬ 
trol  must  be  aggressively  pursued  which 
will  maintain  a  high  level  of  water 
quality  in  the  lakes  and  streams  across 
the  country — the  Nation’s  fresh  water 
supply. 

Most  present  water  pollution  problems 
are  the  result  of  too  little  attention  in 
the  past.  Many  States  have  not  been 
provided  with  pollution  abatement  pro¬ 
grams  commensurate  with  their  pollu¬ 
tion  problems.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  dealt  with  the  problem  only  in 
recent  years  and  then  on  a  small  scale. 
Municipalities  and  industries  have  re¬ 
sisted  constructing  needed  waste  treat¬ 
ment  works,  regarding  them  as  a  benefit 
only  to  the  fellow  downstream  and  as  an 
unnecessary  or  unbearable  financial 
burden.  The  public  has  been  allowed  to 
retain  too  much  of  the  “water  purifies 
itself  every  7  miles”  philosophy.  It  has 
been  oversold  on  the  cheapness  and 
plentifulness  of  water  and  undersold  on 
the  value  and  necessity  for  pollution 
control.  The  engineer  has  relied  on  the 
stream  to  do  much  of  the  waste  treat¬ 
ment  job  rather  than  having  tailored 
treatment  to  keep  the  stream  as  clean 
as  possible. 

The  Nation  is  entering  a  critical  water 
supply  situation  that  requires  imme¬ 
diate  attention  if  it  is  to  continue  to 
move  forward,  a  situation  seriously  com¬ 
plicated  by  the  problem  of  water  pollu¬ 
tion.  The  speed  with  which  this  situa¬ 
tion  is  developing  has  caught  us  rela¬ 
tively  unprepared  to  deal  with  the 
problems — sociologically,  economically, 
legally,  and  technically. 

Mr.  President,  the  measure  before  the 
Senate  today  represents  a  composite, 
many-sided  approach  to  the  pressing  so¬ 
lution  of  the  Nation’s  No.  1  water-re- 
sources  problem — the  restoration  and 
maintenance  of  the  quality  of  our  water 
supplies.  Water-supply  storage  to  aug¬ 
ment  streamflows  for  water-quality  pur¬ 
poses — intensified  research  into  specific 
water  polluation  aspects — establish¬ 
ment  of  research  and  field  demonstra¬ 
tion  facilities  and  field  laboratory  facili¬ 
ties — increased  aid  to  the  State  program 
administering  agencies,  and  increased 
stimulation  of  waste  treatment  plant 
construction  by  municipalities,  each 
constitutes  an  integral  portion  of  the  to¬ 
tal  effort. 

Surpassing  these  in  need  and  poten¬ 
tial,  however,  is  the  proposal  for  extend¬ 
ing  the  Federal  enforcement  jurisdiction 
to  abate  pollution  of  the  navigable 
streams  of  the  country. 

The  1956  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  significantly  improved  Fed¬ 
eral  enforcement  procedures.  They 
have  proven  workable  and  successful  in 
the  13  enforcement  actions  taken  to 
date.  Dealing  with  situations  involving 
municipal  and  industrial  wastes — includ¬ 
ing  radioactive  wastes — these  actions  will 
have  accounted  for  cleaning  up  4,000 
miles  of  seriously  polluted  streams  and 
will  have  been  responsible  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  necessary  remedial  facilities 
amounting  in  cost  to  approximately 
one-half  billion  dollars.  Innumerable 
smaller  communities  have  followed  their 
larger  upstream  neighbors  in  installing 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  £2 


10278 

treatment  facilities  in  a  sort  of  chain 
reaction. 

These  enforcement  actions  have  been 
taken  in  full  conformity  with  the  proce¬ 
dures  spelled  out  so  judiciously  in  the 
act.  State  rights  and  responsibilities  in 
enforcing  their  own  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  laws  have  been  carefully  safe¬ 
guarded. 

The  States  engage  directly  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  the  enforcement  conferences 
and  hearings,  the  first  two  stages  of  the 
procedures.  During  the  postconference 
and  posthearing  intervals  reasonably 
scheduled  for  remedial  action,  the  abil¬ 
ity  of  the  States  to  act  within  their  own 
laws  is  not  only  preserved  from  chal¬ 
lenge  and  displacement,  but,  indeed,  is 
actively  urged  and  encouraged.  Only 
once  has  it  been  found  necessary  to  re¬ 
sort  to  the  ultimate  stage  of  the  proce¬ 
dures,  Federal  court  action,  to  secure 
compliance.  In  this  case,  compliance 
was  obtained  after  filing  of  suit  but 
without  the  necessity  of  full  court  pro¬ 
ceedings. 

Under  existing  law,  these  procedures 
and  the  Federal  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
abatement  are  applicable  only  to  pollu¬ 
tion  of  interstate  waters,  which  endan¬ 
gers  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in 
a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the 
pollutional  discharges  originate.  Thus 
the  full  protection  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  available  to  grant  relief  to 
injured  persons  on  the  basis  of  geo¬ 
graphical  whims  and  is  constrained 
within  artificial  boundaries  which  are 
not  recognized  by  cur  flowing  waters. 

As  was  pointed  out  in  the  House  Re¬ 
port  on  HR.  6441,  the  present  law,  for 
instance,  excludes  from  enforcement  ju¬ 
risdiction  the  greater  part  of  the  Great 
Lakes  and  their  tributaries,  the  coastal 
waters  of  the  Nation,  many  important 
coastal  streams,  intrastate  water  bodies 
such  as  the  Detroit  River,  those  of  Flor¬ 
ida,  and  all  rivers,  streams,  lakes,  and 
coastal  waters  of  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  and  Puerto  Rico.  In¬ 
ternational  boundary  streams  such  as 
the  St.  Lawrence,  Niagara,  lower  Colo¬ 
rado,  and  Rio  Grande  Rivers  are  un¬ 
touchable  under  the  act. 

The  same  situation  exists  as  to  inter¬ 
national  streams  flowing  across  the 
northern  and  southern  borders  of  the 
United  States  into  our  international 
neighbors.  Examples  are  the  Red  River 
of  the  North  in  Minnesota,  Lake  Cham¬ 
plain  in  New  York,  the  Souris  and  Ri¬ 
viere  Rivers  in  North  Dakota,  and  the 
Flathead  and  Kootenai  Rivers  in 
Montana. 

In  addition,  the  Missouri  River  from 
the  Kansas  State  line  to  just  above  St. 
Louis  is  an  untouchable  area  under  ex¬ 
isting  law.  The  greater  part  of  the  Hud¬ 
son  River  is  excluded,  as  are  important 
reaches  of  the  Tennessee,  Columbia, 
Colorado,  and  Merrimack  Rivers.  Of 
the  estimated  26,000  water  bodies  in  the 
United  States,  only  an  estimated  4,000 
are  of  an  interstate  nature. 

In  addition,  Federal  enforcement  au¬ 
thority  at  present  covers  only  pollution 
of  interstate  waters,  defined  as  above, 
which  “endangers  the  health  or  welfare 
of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in 
which  the  discharge  originates  *  * 


Thus  only  pollution  having  an  interstate 
effect  is  subject  to  abatement  under  the 
existing  law. 

The  effect  of  this  limitation  is  to  re¬ 
quire  Federal  enforcement  officials  to 
trace  the  noxious  effects  of  some  pollut¬ 
er’s  discharge  through  the  discharges  of 
often  hundreds  of  other  polluters  to  some 
point  in  another  State  where  the  effect 
can  be  segregated  from  its  host  of  ac¬ 
quired  companions  and  found  to  en¬ 
danger  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons. 
The  enforcement  process  is  then,  by 
reason  of  the  wording  of  the  present  law, 
intrinsically  slow,  expensive,  and  far 
less  efficient  than  possible. 

The  three-stage  enforcement  proce¬ 
dures — conference,  hearing,  and  court 
action — are  retained  intact  and  made 
applicable  as  well  to  actions  involving 
intrastate  pollution  of  navigable  waters, 
when  requested  by  a  Governor  and  ad¬ 
judged  to  be  of  sufficient  significance  to 
warrant  the  application  of  Federal 
powers. 

Mr.  President,  Utah  is  a  water-short 
area  requiring  the  use  and  reuse  of  avail¬ 
able  water  supplies  many  times.  Limita¬ 
tions  in  Federal  enforcement  jurisdic¬ 
tions  have  precluded  the  giving  of  needed 
assistance  to  the  State. 

For  example,  in  1958,  the  Utah  State 
Water  Pollution  Control  Board  request¬ 
ed  the  Public  Health  Service  to  hold  a 
conference  under  the  enforcement  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  on  the  interstate  waters  of 
the  Bear  River.  The  Bear  River  flows 
from  Idaho  into  Utah  and  thence  into 
Great  Salt  Lake.  It  is  the  largest  stream 
on  this  continent  which  does  hot  empty 
into  the  ocean. 

However,  the  Federal  Government 
does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the  wastes 
originating  in  Utah,  as  such  discharges 
and  their  effects  are  entirely  intrastate 
in  character.  It  would  not  be  equitable 
to  ask  sources  in  Idaho  to  abate  pollu¬ 
tion  without  securing  similar  abatement 
in  Utah,  since  the  abatement  of  the 
Idaho  sources  alone  would  not  material¬ 
ly  change  the  polluted  character  of  the 
Bear  River. 

In  order  to  effectuate  a  satisfactory 
pollution  abatement  program  the  Public 
Health  Service  and  the  Utah  State  Wa¬ 
ter  Pollution  Control  Board  recognize 
that  a  regularized  and  continuing  pro¬ 
gram  of  surveillance  will  have  to  be  es¬ 
tablished  which  will  take  into  account 
waste  discharges  from  both  Idaho  and 
Utah  in  conjunction  with  stream  flows. 
The  Utah  water  pollution  control  au¬ 
thorities  believe  that  such  a  program  is 
beyond  the  resources  of  the  State  alone 
and  have  requested  the  Public  Health 
Service  to  cooperate  with  them  in  this 
activity.  Extension  of  Federal  enforce¬ 
ment  authority  to  all  navigable  streams 
will  give  the  PHS  a  firm  statutory  basis 
for  doing  so.  In  addition  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  should  include  sources  of  pollution 
in  the  Malad  River  which  joins  the 
Bear,  but  which  cannot  be  undertaken 
at  present  since  the  sources  and  effects 
of  pollution  there  are  solely  intrastate — 
within  Utah. 

If  the  Federal  law  were  extended  to 
cover  all  navigable  waters,  the  State  of 
Utah  could  ask  the  Federal  Government 


for  enforcement  in  abating  pollution  of 
Great  Salt  Lake  from  Salt  Lake  City 
and  the  surveillance  and  protection  of 
Utah  Lake  from  industrial  sources  of 
pollution.  There  are  other  water  areas 
in  Utah,  such  as  the  Jordan  and  the 
Weber  Rivers,  which  are  used  as  sources 
of  water  supply,  and  which  the  Federal 
Government  could,  if  asked,  assist  in 
abating  pollution  if  jurisdiction  were  ex¬ 
tended  to  include  all  navigable  waters. 

The  bill,  in  my  estimation,  gives  the 
necessary  and  desirable  expression  to  the 
Federal  interest  and  responsibility  in 
maintaining  the  quality  of  our  water 
supplies.  Senators  are  fully  aware  of 
the  report  submitted  by  the  Select  Com¬ 
mittee  on  National  Water  Resources,  on 
which  I  had  the  distinct  honor  to  serve. 
Three  of  my  colleagues  on  the  committee 
joined  with  me  in  expressing  supple¬ 
mental  views  to  the  report.  We 
acknowledge  the  bill’s  provisions  for 
reservoir  storage  to  regulate  flows  and 
for  increased  construction  of  facilities 
for  waste  treatment — provisions  which 
accord  with  these  views.  The  extension 
of  enforcement  jurisdiction  to  navigable 
waters  relates  directly  to  our  additional 
consideration  that  municipalities  and  in¬ 
dustries  must  refrain  from  discharging 
wastes  that  degrade  water  quality  be¬ 
yond  tolerable  limits,  either  voluntarily 
or,  to  the  extent  required  by  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  by  force  of  legal  sanction. 
The  extent  of  the  public  interest  today 
demands  that  the  Federal  role  be  en¬ 
larged  along  the  lines  of  the  bill’s  pro¬ 
visions. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  had  in  mind  submitting 
an  amendment  on  page  9,  lines  4  and  5, 
to  insert  the  words  “interstate  and”  be¬ 
fore  “navigable.”  Has  the  Senator  sub¬ 
mitted  that  amendment? 

Mr.  MOSS.  It  is  my  intention  to  do 
so.  I  am  prepared  to  submit  an  amend¬ 
ment  of  wording. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  won¬ 
dered  whether  the  Senator  from  Utah 
had  considered  making  the  amendment 
read  “interstate  or”  rather  than  “in¬ 
terstate  and.”  I  am  not  certain  of  the 
entire  context,  but  by  using  the  word 
“and,”  a  requirement  may  be  estab¬ 
lished  that  the  stream  be  both  inter¬ 
state  and  navigable. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  accept  the  suggestion. 
I  believe  the  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  in¬ 
tent  was  that  the  stream  be  either  in¬ 
terstate  or  navigable. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota,  and  I  modify  my  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  perfecting 
amendments  to  a  portion  of  the  bill,  de¬ 
fining  the  streams  which  would  be  cov¬ 
ered  in  the  enforcement  procedure.  I 
ask  that  the  amendments  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  9, 
line  4,  before  “Navigable”,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  “Interstate  or”. 

On  page  9,  line  5,  before  “navigable” 
insert  “interstate  or”. 
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On  page  9,  between  lines  11  and  12,  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “interstate”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "interstate  or 
navigable”. 

On  page  9,  line  12,  in  lieu  of  “(b)”  in¬ 
sert  “(c)”. 

On  page  9,  line  16,  strike  out  “navi¬ 
gable”. 

On  page  10,  line  4,  before  “navigable” 
insert  “interstate  or”. 

On  page  10,  line  22,  in  lieu  of  “(c)” 
preceding  “Paragraph”  insert  “(d)”. 

On  page  10,  line  24,  in  lieu  of  “navi¬ 
gable”  insert  “interstate  or  navigable”. 

On  page  10,  line  25,  in  lieu  of  “(d)” 
preceding  “Subsection”  insert  “(e)”. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  corrective  amendments  is  to 
define  properly  the  waters  which  would 
be  subject  to  enforcement  procedures. 
All  interstate  waters,  waters  that  flow 
across  State  boundaries,  are  covered  in 
the  enforcement  procedure.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  all  navigable  waters,  whether  they 
be  interstate  or  intrastate,  are  subject 
to  the  procedure,  provided  that  when 
the  waters  are  intrastate  only,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  procedure  my  go  forward  only  upon 
the  invitation  of  the  Governor  of  the 
State  in  which  the  pollution  occurs. 
This  was  covered  in  particular  by  the 
prepared  remarks  which  I  delivered  to 
the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  amendments,  en  bloc, 
are  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
consider  the  amendments  of  1961  to  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  I 
call  attention  to  the  testimony  of  Dr. 
Dwight  F.  Metzler,  chief  engineer,  Kan¬ 
sas  State  Board  of  Health,  before  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  beginning  on  page 
276  of  the  printed  House  hearings. 

I  do  so  because  Dr.  Metzler  is  an  ex¬ 
perienced  and  outstanding  authority  in 
the  field  of  water  pollution  control.  The 
evidence  of  this  is  the  outstanding  pro¬ 
gress  that  has  taken  place  in  Kansas  un¬ 
der  his  leadership.  His  appearance  be¬ 
fore  the  House  committee,  representing 
the  views  of  the  American  Public  Health 
Association,  is  proof  of  his  standing  na¬ 
tionally  in  this  field.  . 

Dr.  Metzler  in  his  testimony  points  out 
that  in  Kansas,  because  of  the  limited 
constructions  grants  available,  it  was 
necessary  to  have  a  very  aggressive 
State  pollution  enforcement  program, 
because  actually  a  part  of  our  communi¬ 
ties  were  receiving  Federal  aid  and  a 
substantial  part  of  them  were  not. 

In  the  year  1960,  out  of  $8  million  of 
sewage  treatment  facilities  which  were 
placed  under  contract  in  Kansas,  only 
$2  million  had  any  Federal  participation. 
Six  million  dollars  of  this  amount  was 
financed  entirely  locally. 

During  the  period  1956-59,  our  State 
appropriations  for  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  increased  more  than  50  percent. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  a  part  of  this 
increase  was  due  to  stimulation  from  the 
program  grants. 


Under  the  present  program  in  Kansas 
with  assistance  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  it  is  estimated  that  by  January 
1,  1963,  Kansas  will  have  eliminated  its 
backlog  of  needed  sewage  treatment  fa¬ 
cilities.  Beyond  that  date,  it  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  20  new  municipal  projects  a 
year  will  be  needed  to  keep  up  with  the 
increasing  load  and  obsolescence  of 
equipment,  and  another  7  to  10  projects 
will  be  required  for  new  communities 
building  their  first  sewer  system. 

Water  from  four  adjacent  States 
flows  into  Kansas:  therefore,  our  State, 
under  the  leadership  of  Dr.  Metzler,  has 
been  able  to  cooperate  with  adjoining 
States  in  the  field  of  cooperative  control 
of  water  pollution.  His  experience  in 
this  field  is  most  valuable. 

I  should  like  to  stress  the  fact  that 
Kansas  is  the  leading  State  in  the  Na¬ 
tion  in  the  control  of  water  pollution; 
and  I  give  much  credit  for  our  progress 
in  this  field  to  Dr.  Metzler,  the  State 
board  of  health,  and  the  State  water  re¬ 
sources  board. 

The  need  for  water  pollution  control 
can  best  be  demonstrated  by  referring 
to  the  ever-increasing  demands  on  the 
use  of  water.  Water  use  is  increasing 
enormously.  Since  1900,  while  our  pop¬ 
ulation  tripled,  fresh  water  use  has 
jumped  eightfold,  from  40  billion  gal¬ 
lons  to  322  billion  gallons  a  day.  It  is 
estimated  that  by  1980,  water  needs  will 
be  600  billion  gallons  a  day,  almost  twice 
the  present  usage. 

More  than  100  million  Americans  get 
their  drinking  water  from  rivers  that 
are  carrying  sewage,  industrial  waste, 
and  anything  else  that  can  be  flushed 
down  a  sewer  or  thrown  from  a  bridge. 

From  an  industrial  standpoint,  the 
water  requirements  by  1980  will  be  twice 
as  much  as  they  are  today.  Water  rec¬ 
reation  has  grown  enormously  during 
recent  years,  as  the  leisure  time  and  the 
income  of  the  American  people  have 
increased. 

Truly,  one  of  the  great  shames  of  this 
country  is  the  abuse  of  one  of  our  great¬ 
est  assets:  namely,  our  streams,  our 
rivers,  our  lakes,  and  all  of  our  water. 

In  the  early  days  of  our  country  this 
was  no  great  problem,  of  course;  but 
with  our  ever-increasing  population,  our 
industrial  expansion,  and  the  increased 
daily  needs  of  water  use,  it  is  essential 
that  we  act  now  in  order  to  preserve  a 
clean  water  supply  for  our  future. 

Few  people  realize  how  many  times 
we  use  water  over  and  over  again  as  it 
comes  out  of  the  ground  or  as  it  flows 
down  the  streams  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  urge  the  passage  of  S.  120,  the  bill 
now  before  the  Senate,  which  would  ex¬ 
tend  and  strengthen  the  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act. 

This  measure  would  be  a  vast  im¬ 
provement  over  existing  legislation, 
which  has  been  most  beneficial  despite 
certain  deficiencies. 

It  would  be  especially  helpful  to  the 
newly  organized  Metropolitan  Denver 
Sewage  Disposal  District,  but  it  also 
would  benefit  the  State  as  a  whole. 


The  Metropolitan  Denver  Sewage  Dis¬ 
posal  District  is  probably  the  most  hope¬ 
ful  venture  in  area-wide  cooperation 
ever  initiated  in  the  fast-growing  Den¬ 
ver  metropolitan  area.  It  proposes  to 
build  an  efficient  sewage  treatment  sys¬ 
tem  which  would  serve  both  the  city 
and  county  of  Denver  and  a  number  of 
its  rapidly  growing  neighbors. 

Such  a  plant  would  be  infinitely  more 
efficient  and  economical  than  any  col¬ 
lection  of  separately  built,  separately 
financed  and  separately  operated  sewage 
disposal  plants.  It  would  cost  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $25  million,  according 
to  the  best  present  estimates,  and  it 
would  serve  10  or  more  individual  cities, 
towns  and  sanitation  districts. 

Mr.  Jerrold  Park,  a  city  councilman 
of  Arvada,  Colo.,  who  has  been  one  of 
the  prime  organizers  of  this  metropoli¬ 
tan  district,  estimates  that  S.  120  could 
entitle  the  new  district  to  as  much  as 
$3.2  million  of  Federal  assistance  in  con¬ 
struction  grants. 

This  would  be  a  boon  to  overburdened 
property  taxpayers,  already  saddled  with 
rising  costs  for  schools,  roads  and  other 
services  in  their  hometowns. 

The  House  has  passed  H.R.  6441, 
which  could  help  the  new  district  in  the 
metropolitan  area  to  the  extent  of  $2.4 
million.  This  in  itself  would  be  a  great 
help,  for  under  existing  legislation  the 
district  would  receive  only  nominal  Fed¬ 
eral  construction  assistance.  But  the 
Senate  bill  appears  to  be  far  more 
helpful. 

The  House  bill  probably  would  help 
large  individual  cities  more.  Its  ceiling 
for  construction  grants  to  participating 
cities  is  $800,000 — which  is  $300,000  high¬ 
er  than  the  provisions  of  S.  120.  But  the 
Senate  bill  would  be  of  far  greater  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  metropolitan  area  as  a 
whole,  and  particularly  to  the  suburbs 
and  sanitation  districts  of  Westminster, 
Arvada,  North  Washington,  Alameda, 
Northwest  Lakewood,  Baker,  and  North 
Table  Mountain. 

As  Senators  know,  the  present  ceiling 
for  a  Federal  construction  grant  is  $250,- 
000,  or  30  percent,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 
This  limit  applies  whether  the  plant  is 
initiated  by  a  single  unit  of  government, 
or  by  a  joint  or  metropolitan  authority. 

This  ceiling  was  designed  to  protect 
smaller  cities  in  outlying  areas.  It  has 
worked  well  in  their  behalf,  although  it 
has  discouraged  metropolitan  systems. 
Under  this  5-year-old  law,  Colorado 
cities,  towns,  and  sanitation  districts 
have  undertaken  42  projects  costing  a 
total  of  $12,630,335,  of  which  the  Federal 
share  has  totaled  $3,141,876.  Most  of 
the  money  has  been  spent  in  small  and 
medium-sized  cities  and  towns.  There 
are  more  than  30  cities  and  districts  in 
Colorado  outside  the  Denver  area  which 
still  want  to  build  sewage  treatment  sys¬ 
tems  with  Federal  participation.  Most 
of  them  are  relatively  small. 

The  sanitation  division  of  the  State 
department  of  public  health  assures  me 
that  S.  120  could  stretch  far  enough  to 
give  full  Federal  assistance  to  the  Denver 
metropolitan  district,  while  leaving 
ample  allowance  for  the  proejcts  re¬ 
quested  by  outlying  Colorado  cities. 
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As  an  additional  safeguard  to  smaller 
or  outlying  areas,  S.  120  provides  that 
grants  exceeding  $250,000  are  not  to  be 
made  until  all  pending  qualified  applica¬ 
tions  under  the  existing  law  have  re¬ 
ceived  grants. 

At  present,  Colorado  is  entitled  to  a 
maximum  of  $662,275  in  construction 
grants  in  any  one  year.  Under  S.  120, 
cities  and  sanitation  districts  in  my 
State  could  qualify  to  receive  $927,185 
during  fiscal  1962;  $1,059,640  in  fiscal 
1963;  $1,192,095  in  fiscal  1964;  $1,324,- 
550  in  fiscal  1965;  and  $1,324,550  in  fiscal 
1966. 

The  most  helpful  feature  of  S.  120  from 
the  standpoint  of  my  State  and  its  people 
is  the  removal  of  any  total  Federal  grant 
ceiling  from  a  metropolitan  sewage  dis¬ 
posal  system.  This  is  the  way  to  encour¬ 
age  metropolitan  pooling  of  resources.  I 
strongly  recommend  passage  of  this  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pell 
in  the  chair) .  The  bill  is  open  to  further 
amendment. 

WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  PROGRAM  IS  IM¬ 
PORTANT  TO  BUILING  A  BETTER  AMERICA - 

SENATOR  KERR  GIVES  LEADERSHIP 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
knowledgeable  senior  Senator  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma  tMr.  Kerr]  has  given  a  clear 
and  articulate  explanation  of  S.  120.  He 
has,  in  this  body,  and  throughout  the 
Nation,  drawn  attention  to  the  urgency 
of  moving  forward  in  the  field  of  water 
conservation  and  pollution  control. 

One  cannot  easily  overemphasize  the 
importance  of  water  pollution  control. 
This  becomes  apparent  when  we  ac¬ 
knowledge  that  the  per  capita  use  of 
water  has  grown  from  540  gallons  per 
day  in  1900  to  approximately  1,500  gal¬ 
lons  today,  and  it  is  estimated  that  it 
will  be  2,100  gallons  per  day  by  1975. 
During  the  same  period  our  population 
will  have  increase  from  some  76  million 
to  215  million. 

Thus,  we  are  faced  with  a  growing 
population  and  an  advancing  industrial 
technology  which  make  increasingly 
heavy  demands  upon  a  finite  supply  of 
water.  It  is  therefore  a  national  prob¬ 
lem  of  the  most  urgent  and  fundamental 
nature,  encompassing  a  wide  variety  of 
issues  concerning  individual  and  com¬ 
munity  health,  fish,  and  wildlife  pres¬ 
ervation,  and  industrial  development. 

I  wish  to  indicate  that  this  work  in¬ 
volves  cooperative  efforts  between  the 
Federal  Government,  the  State  govern¬ 
ments,  and  the  local  governments.  I 
think  the  proof  that  these  programs 
have  been  effective,  nationwide,  is  best 
indicated  by  citing  the  fact  that  fol¬ 
lowing  enactment  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  in  1956,  the  con¬ 
struction  of  sewage  treatment  plants  in 
the  United  States  almost  doubled, 
whereas  in  the  5 -year  period  preceding 
the  passage  of  the  act — that  is  to  say, 
in  the  years  1952  through  1956 — ap¬ 
proximately  $222  million  was  expended 
annually  on  the  construction  of  sewage 
treatment  plants  in  the  Nation. 

The  record  indicates  that  since  this 
act  went  into  effect  in  1957,  such  con¬ 
struction  in  that  year  totaled  $351  mil¬ 
lion;  in  1958  it  was  $389  million;  in  1959, 
the  amount  was  $349  million;  and  it  is 
estimated  that  in  1960  the  expenditures 


were  approximately  $350  million.  And, 
Mr.  President,  we  are  told  by  the  Public 
Health  Service  that  in  the  years  which 
are  immediately  ahead,  the  annual  ex¬ 
penditures  should  be  at  the  rate  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $557  million. 

The  State  of  West  Virginia  is  known 
as  the  fountainhead  of  rivers,  for  in  the 
mountainous  area  of  West  Virginia 
originate,  scores  of  streams,  and  West 
Virginia  has  been  designated  a  mother 
of  waters. 

In  our  State  there  is  ample  proof  of 
the  benefit  of  the  purification  of  water 
and  the  development  of  more  adequate 
supplies  of  water,  not  only  to  recreation 
and  wildlife,  including  fowl,  but  also  to 
industrial  expansion,  which  likewise  is 
dependent  on  better  and  purer  supplies 
of  water. 

As  evidenced  by  the  number  of  anti¬ 
pollution  projects  under  construction  in 
West  Virginia,  the  act  which  would  be 
amended  and  expanded  by  the  pending 
measure  has  already  been  a  major  factor 
in  helping  us  combat  pollution.  Under 
the  authorization  of  this  act,  projects 
have  been  approved  in  West  Virginia, 
with  total  costs  of  more  than  $16  million 
and  Federal  grants  of  more  than  $4  mil¬ 
lion.  As  of  March  31  of  this  year,  13 
of  these  projects  had  been  completed 
and  7  had  been  placed  under  construc¬ 
tion. 

Though  this  law  has  been  an  effective 
element  in  stimulating  municipal  con¬ 
struction  of  sewage  treatment  plants, 
our  experience  of  recent  years  and  the 
growing  backlog  of  applications  for  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  indicate  the  need  for  expanding 
the  Federal  participation  in  this  field. 

With  the  increasing  need  for  reusing 
water  two  or  three  times  or  more,  the 
mechanical  and  biological  treatment 
methods  of  30  or  40  years  ago  become 
ever  more  inadequate.  It  was  declared 
during  subcommittee  hearings  on  the 
pending  measure  that  the  discharge  of 
treated  sewage  from  such  a  city  as  Chi¬ 
cago,  under  present  methods  of  treat¬ 
ment,  has  the  same  effect  as  discharg¬ 
ing  the  raw  sewage  from  a  population 
of  over  a  million  people. 

It  is  evident,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
proposed  funds  for  research  facilities  un¬ 
der  the  pending  measure  are  a  vital  ne¬ 
cessity  in  spearheading  an  aggressive  re¬ 
search  attack  on  waste  treatment  prob¬ 
lems. 

In  the  provision  for  research  facilities, 
in  the  grants  for  plant  construction,  and 
in  the  strengthened  enforcement  meas¬ 
ures — to  name  but  the  most  important 
of  the  act’s  provisions — S.  120  offers  a 
sound  and  realistic  foundation  for  the 
conservation  of  our  most  precious  nat¬ 
ural  resource,  and  one  might  add,  for  the 
protection  of  the  health  of  the  American 
people.  We  cannot  afford  to  do  less  than 
this  bill  provides,  if  we  are  to  fulfill  our 
responsibilities  to  the  citizens  of  this 
country. 

I  wish  to  express  further  my  personal 
appreciation  for  being  privileged  to  serve 
on  the  Flood  Control  and  Rivers  and 
Harbors  Subcommittee  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  under  the  astute 
leadership  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr).  I  know  of  no 
Member  of  this  forum  who  has  been 


more  effective  in  the  advancement  of 
water-pollution  control  than  has  my  es¬ 
teemed  colleague  from  Oklahoma,  who 
handles  this  measure  in  the  Senate  this 
afternoon.  He  has  been  more  than  a 
student  of  this  subject;  he  is  an  expert 
in  this  field.  Not  only  have  his  words 
been  affirmative  in  regard  to  the  need 
for  this  particular  legislation,  but  his 
writings  and  public  addresses  over  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  many,  many  years  have  brought 
notable  contributions  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  American  people  and  to  their  realiza¬ 
tion  that  we  must  move  forward  in  this 
area. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  is  my  hope  that 
what  we  are  doing  will  benefit  not  only 
one  State  or  one  community,  but,  as  has 
already  been  proved,  practically  the  en¬ 
tire  Nation.  We  are  thus  building  a  bet¬ 
ter  America. 

Whereas  we  had  a  veto  of  legislation 
of  this  type  when  we  sought  to  expand 
it  last  year,  we  are  assured  that  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  legislation  in  the  87th  Con¬ 
gress  will  receive  the  prompt  and  enthu¬ 
siastic  approval  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  for  his  generous  remarks.  No 
man  on  the  committee  has  been  more 
effective  or  diligent  in  helping  prepare 
this  bill  and  bringing  it  to  the  Senate 
floor  than  has  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia.  All  members  of  the 
committee  have  served  with  diligence 
and  patience  and  effectiveness.  I  am  ex¬ 
tremely  grateful  to  each  one  of  them  for 
their  contributions. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  had  be¬ 
fore  it  for  consideration  two  similar  bills. 

Before  continuing  with  my  statement, 
I  ask  for  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  withhold  that 
request  for  a  moment?  The  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  was  endeavoring  to 
prepare  an  amendment,  about  which  he 
has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  consult 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  would 
like  to  offer  the  amendment  and  have  it 
taken  to  conference,  with  the  assurance 
that  if  it  does  not  meet  with  the  approval 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  or 
seems  impractical,  it  will  not  be  consid¬ 
ered  in  conference.  In  order  to  make  is 
available,  I  will  explain  just  what  it 
means  before  offering  it. 

On  page  7  of  the  bill  there  is  the  fol¬ 
lowing  language: 

Sums  allotted  to  a  State  *  *  *  which  are 
not  obligated  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year 
following  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  were 
allotted  because  of  a  lack  of  projects  *  *  * 
shall  be  reallotted  by  the  Surgeon  General, 
on  such  basis  as  he  determines  reasonable 
and  equitable  and  In  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  promulgated  by  him,  to  States  hav¬ 
ing  projects  approved  under  this  section  for 
which  grants  have  not  been  made  because  of 
lack  of  funds. 

That  is  a  suggestion,  in  effect,  that 
where  a  State  has  not  used  all  the  money 
to  which  it  would  be  entitled  under  the 
formula  of  50  percent  on  one  basis,  and 
50  percent  on  the  per  capita  income  basis, 
and  the  State  has  not  had  projects 
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enough  to  consume  the  money  within 
the  grants  authorized,  that  money  will  be 
allocated  to  other  States  on  the  pretty 
general  proposition  “as  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  determines  reasonable  and  equi¬ 
table.” 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  that  some 
communities  have  had  an  abnormal  need 
created  for  pollution  control  by  reason 
of  Federal  institutions,  in  some  instances 
a  military  base,  and  in  some  instances 
other  types  of  projects.  But,  in  any 
event,  where  the  demand  on  the  com¬ 
munity  has  been  made  greater  by  reason 
of  a  Federal  activity — one  might  say  a 
federally  impacted  area — what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  had  in  mind 
was  suggesting  an  amendment  which 
would  add  a  proviso  at  the  end  of  the 
sentence  on  line  16,  page  7,  to  read  as 
follows: 

Provided,  however.  That  whenever  the 
Surgeon  General  finds  that  the  need  for  a 
project  In  a  community  is  due  in  part  to 
Federal  institutions  or  Federal  construction 
activity,  he  may,  prior  to  such  reallotment, 
make  an  additional  allocation  to  such  proj¬ 
ect  in  the  community  which  will  in  his 
judgment  reflect  an  equitable  contribution 
for  the  need  caused  by  the  Federal  activity. 

The  equity  of  that  provision  would  be 
that  any  community,  without  regard  to 
a  federally  created  need,  can  qualify, 
under  the  terms  of  the  act,  for  a  grant. 
In  the  same  way  that  we  have  certain 
laws  to  provide  for  special  grants  to  aid 
in  the  construction  of  schools  which  are 
needed  because  of  a  Federal  activity,  as 
to  communities  which  have  an  extraor¬ 
dinarily  large  requirement,  or  whose  re¬ 
quirement  for  pollution  control  has  been 
increased  due  to  Federal  activity  before 
money  which  is  allotted  to  a  State  under 
the  basic  is  transferred  from  that  State 
to  another  State,  there  ought  to  be  an 
opportunity  for  the  Surgeon  General  to 
say,  with  reference  to  these  communities 
where  an  abnormal  case  has  been  cre¬ 
ated  by  reason  of  a  Federal  activity,  he 
will  permit  an  additional  allotment  to 
be  made  to  that  State  or  community 
which  would  reflect  equitably  the  need 
created  by  the  Federal  activity. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  it  the  essence  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment  that  it  would  ap¬ 
ply  only  to  the  funds  which  had  been 
allocated  to  a  State  under  the  basic 
formula  of  allocation  in  the  law? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct.  It  would  not  add  to  the  allot¬ 
ment  of  any  State. 

Mr.  KERR.  Nor  would  it  apply  to  an 
allotment  for  the  State,  under  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  time  herein  provided, 
which  is  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year 
following  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the 
funds  were  allotted  because  of  a  lack 
of  projects  which  have  been  approved 
by  a  State  water  pollution  control 
agency. 

In  other  words,  the  money,  as  provided 
by  the  Senator’s  amendment,  would  not 
be  subject  to  an  allocation,  even  within 
the  State  to  which  it  was  originally  allo¬ 
cated,  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year 
following  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the 
funds  were  allotted,  those  funds  not 
having  been  used  under  the  basic  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act? 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct,  following  the  language  of  the 
committee  amendment,  on  page  7,  al¬ 
though  I  think  if  this  amendment  were 
adopted  there  would  not  be  quite  the 
necessity  of  adding  the  additional  year. 
It  would  require  that  funds  would  not  be 
be  available  for  the  additional  allotment 
until  they  had  not  been  used  at  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  had 
been  allotted. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  believe  the  amendment 
could  be  accepted  and  taken  to  confer¬ 
ence  if  it  were  an  alternate  to  the  au¬ 
thority  granted  in  lines  12  through  16, 
for  the  Surgeon  General  to  allot  the 
residue  to  the  other  States. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
the  only  place  where  it  would  apply. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  purpose  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment  to  be  an  alternate 
authority  for  the  Surgeon  General,  under 
which,  upon  his  determination  of  its 
merit,  he  could  make  the  alternate  real¬ 
lotment  provided  for  by  the  Senator’s 
amendment  within  the  State  to  which 
the  funds  were  originally  allotted? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  under  the  provisions 
of  the  committee  amendment,  they  would 
not  be  available  for  such  alternate  al¬ 
lotment  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year 
following  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they 
were  allotted. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct.  I  would  have  no  objection  to 
dropping  the  words  “following  the  fiscal 
year,”  if  the  Senator  concurs. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  occurs  to  me,  from  the 
committee  action,  that  the  funds  remain 
eligible  for  use  in  the  State,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  bill,  until  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year  following  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  they  were  allotted. 

I  would  not  think  that  we  would  be 
justified  in  adopting  an  amendment 
which  would  change  that  provision 
worked  out  by  the  committee.  I  would 
have  no  objection  to  the  amendment  if 
it  provided  an  alternate  allotment  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Surgeon  General  following 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  after  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  the  funds  were  allotted. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  defer  to  the  opinion  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  in  that  re¬ 
gard,  and  I  should  like  to  offer  the 
amendment  formally. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  would  be  a  proviso 
beginning  after  the  word  “funds”  on 
line  16,  page  7. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  I  may, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  read  the 
amendment,  because  I  can  read  my 
notes  more  readily  than  can  the  clerk, 
at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  an  amendment 
on  page  7,  line  16,  as  follows: 

Strike  out  the  period,  insert  a  colon 
and  the  following: 

Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the 
Surgeon  General  finds  that  the  need  for  a 
project  In  a  community  is  due  in  part  to 
Federal  institutions  or  Federal  construction 
activity,  he  may,  prior  to  such  reallotment, 
make  an  additional  allocation  to  such  proj¬ 
ect  which  will  in  his  judgment  reflect  an 
equitable  contribution  for  the  need  caused 
by  the  Federal  activity. 


Mr.  KERR.  I  think  the  words  “in 
such  State”  ought  to  be  in  the  amend¬ 
ment.  It  could  read : 

Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the 
Surgeon  General  finds  that  the  need  for  a 
project  in  a  community  in  such  State 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
that  is  a  good  suggestion. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  7, 
line  16,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
period,  insert  a  colon  and  the  following : 

Provided,  however,  That  whenever  the 
Surgeon  General  finds  that  the  need  for  a 
project  in  a  community  in  such  State  is  due 
in  part  to  Federal  institution  or  Federal 
construction  activity,  he  may,  prior  to  such 
reallotment,  make  an  additional  allocation 
to  such  project  which  will  in  his  judgment 
reflect  an  equitable  contribution  for  the 
need  caused  by  the  Federal  activity. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  120)  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  for  a  third  reading. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  had  before  it  for 
consideration  two  similar  bills;  namely, 
S.  120  and  H.R.  6441,  which  is  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective 
program  of  water  pollution  control, 
which  passed  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  The  committee  reported  S.  120 
with  amendments. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  be  dis¬ 
charged  from  further  consideration  of 
H.R.  6441,  and  that  the  Senate  immedi¬ 
ately  proceed  to  consider  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  was  discharged  from 
further  consideration,  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
6441),  and  the  Senate  proceeded  to  con¬ 
sider  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
of  H.R.  6441  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  language  of  S.  120,  as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  third  reading  and 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  6441)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read : 
“A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more 
effective  program  of  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes.” 
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Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on 
the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendment, 
request  a  conference  with  the  House  of 
Representatives  thereon,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  On  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Messrs. 
Chavez,  Kerr,  McNamara,  Randolph, 
Case  of  South  Dakota,  Cooper,  and  Scott 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  S.  120  will  be  indefinitely  post¬ 
poned. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill,  with  the 
Senate  amendment,  be  printed,  as 
passed 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President, 
since  the  bill,  which  will  do  so  much 
in  the  effort  to  protect  the  surface  wa¬ 
ters  of  this  great  Nation  against  pollu¬ 
tion,  has  been  passed,  I  should  like  to 
pay  tribute  to  my  distinguished  senior 
colleague  [Mr.  Kerr]  for  his  ever  pres¬ 
ent,  continuing  and  vigorous  efforts  over 
the  years  to  preserve  American  water 
resources.  No  man  has  done  more, 
through  service  as  Governor  of  his  State 
or  as  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  than  has 
my  colleague,  who  serves  as  chairman 
of  the  important  Subcommittee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  for  the  preservation  of  pure 
water  and  for  the  cleaning  up  of  water 
which  has  been  contaminated.  My 
senior  colleague  has  been  in  the  fore¬ 
front  of  the  fight.  He  continues,  not 
only  with  unlimited  interest  but  also  by 
his  words  and  writings  and  every  re¬ 
source  at  his  command,  to  make  a  great 
effort  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
people  of  the  Nation  the  necessity  for 
preserving  a  most  valuable  resource,  the 
water  of  this  great  Nation. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  join  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  in  what  he  has 
had  to  say  about  his  distinguished  senior 
colleague.  This  is  not  the  first  time  this 
year  that  the  senior  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr]  has  shown  his  ability 
or  his  knowledge  of  the  subject  which 
he  has  brought  before  the  Senate  for 
consideration.  — . 

I  compliment  and  commend  the  Sena¬ 
tor,  and  I  express  the  hope  that  the 
great  work  he  has  done  so  far  will  be 


continued  not  only  in  this  year,  but  also 
for  many  years  to  come. 

Mx-.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  great  friend  from  Montana  and  my 
esteemed  and  cherished  colleague  from 
Oklahoma.  I  shall  make  no  statement 
with  respect  to  the  accuracy  of  their 
kind  remarks,  but  I  hope  to  be  able  to 
fullfill  the  expressed  wish  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana  with  reference  to 
service  in  the  future. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  pay  tribute  to  the  leadership 
and  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr]  for  the  action  taken  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  today  on  the  bill  to  amend  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  I  am 
satisfied  that  this  bill  will  become  law 
and  not  be  vetoed  as  a  similar  bill  was 
by  the  previous  administration.  It  is 
legislation  which.  I  have  warmly  sup¬ 
ported. 

We  in  Alaska,  perhaps,  are  fortunate 
in  that  we  do  not  have,  to  any  consid¬ 
erable  degree,  polluted  streams,  lakes, 
and  coastal  waters.  One  reason,  ob¬ 
viously,  therefore  lies  in  the  fact  that 
Alaska  is  a  young  State  and  as  yet  is 
thinly  populated.  However,  we  in 
Alaska  have  taken  some  proper  precau¬ 
tions  in  this  regard,  while  Alaska  was 
still  a  Territory.  Those  wise  precau¬ 
tions  have  been  continued  now  that 
Alaska  has  become  a  State. 

It  is  important,  Mr.  President,  that 
we  forestall  any  possible  pollution  of 
our  waters  and  practices  which  have, 
regrettably,  prevailed  in  some  of  the 
older  and  more  populous  areas  of  the 
country.  Alaska  can  serve  as  a  labora¬ 
tory  for  the  prevention  of  water  pollu¬ 
tion — an  ounce  of  which,  as  the  proverb 
states,  is  worth  a  pound  of  cure. 

For  this  reason  I  am  pleased  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committe  on  Public  Works  saw  fit 
to  include  in  the  bill  the  provision  for  a 
laboratory  for  Alaska,  in  one  of  five 
areas  which  will  have  such  a  laboratory. 
The  bill  provides  that  a  laboratory  will 
be  established,  equipped,  and  maintained 
by  the  Surgeon  General,  U.S.  Public 
Health  Service,  in  Alaska,  and  will  take 
part  in  a  nationwide  effort  to  combat 
and  to  prevent  pollution  of  our  once  pure 
and  undefiled  waters,  one  of  our  great 
natural  and  national  heritages  which 
should  be  preserved. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL 
MONDAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  concludes  its  deliberations  this 
afternoon,  it  stand  in  adjournment  to 
meet  at  12  o’clock  noon  on  Monday 
next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1961 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  400,  H.R. 
6027. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

- 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
6027)  to  improve  benefits  under  the  old-, 
age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
program  by  increasing  the  minimum 
benefits  and  aged  widow’s  benefits /and 
by  making  additional  persons  eligible  for 
benefits  under  the  program,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Montamc 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  oonsider  the  bill 
(H.R.  6027) ,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Finance  with 
amendments.  / 

Mr.  MANSFL/LD.  Mr.  President, 
there  will  be  nr/ extended  debate  on  the 
bill,  so  far  as/l  know.  No  action  will 
be  taken  oryH.R.  6027  today.  It  is  in¬ 
tended  we  /nail  consider  the  bill  imme¬ 
diately  fallowing  morning  business  on 
Mondaymext. 

Mr/BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  whenever  we  ponder  over 
social  security  legislation,  I  am  mindful 
or  the  keen  philosophy  once  uttered  by 
/that  distinguished  18th  century  British 
statesman,  Henry  Melville: 

We  cannot  live  only  for  ourselves.  A 
thousand  fibers  connect  us  with  our  fellow 
men;  and  along  those  fibers,  as  sympathetic 
threads,  our  actions  run  as  causes,  and  they 
come  back  to  us  as  effects. 

In  America,  there  are  many  threads 
which  connect  us  to  each  other.  But  the 
most  sympathetic  thread  of  them  all, 
and  the  one  which  comes  back  to  us  as 
a  noble  effect  in  the  form  of  social  ful¬ 
fillment,  is  our  system  of  social  security. 
It  is  a  system  we  designed  for  ourselves 
and  for  each  other — to  secure  for  each 
of  us  a  measure  of  welfare  in  our  old 
age,  or  for  the  security  of  our  widows,  our 
disabled,  and  our  dependent  children. 

In  America,  too,  our  actions  run  as 
causes — the  end  results  of  which  are 
progress — for  we  have  never  been  a  peo¬ 
ple  comfortably  satisfied  with  the  status 
quo.  Rather,  we  are  an  alert  people, 
ready  to  make  required  changes  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  changing  conditions. 

Today,  for  example,  the  20-league 
steps  which  technology  has  been  taking 
<has  given  us  cause  to  reconsider  many 
aspects  of  our  national  posture.  We  are 
reexamining  our  offensive  and  defensive 
capabilities  in  the  interest  of  stronger 
national  security,  our  system  of  educa¬ 
tion  in\he  interest  of  more  pronounced 
nationarprogress,  our  natural  resources 
picture  in\he  interest  of  more  plentiful 
future  supplies,  our  housing  situation 
in  the  interest  of  wholesome  family  life 
for  more  of  ourpeople. 

By  the  same  coken,  we  are  now  re¬ 
examining  our  social  security  system  to 
that  we  may  effect  for  it  a  more  whole¬ 
some  adjustment  to  the  rapidly  chang¬ 
ing  conditions  in  our  economic  and  in¬ 
dustrial  life.  \ 

In  this  reexamination  of  our  social 
security  system,  I  would  likorto  address 
myself  to  a  particular  provision  in  the 
legislation  before  us — a  provision  which, 
in  somewhat  similar  form,  I  have  been 
relentlessly  pressing  the  Congress  to 
enact  since  February  12,  1953,  whk  I 
introduced  H.R.  2925  in  the  first  session 
of  the  83d  Congress.  I  refer  to  the  pro\ 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  22, 1961 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide 
for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  -faf  the  last  sentence  of  seetien  F(-a)  of  the  Federal 

4  Water  Pollution  Control  Aet  -fdd  IF-SAb  166  (a) )  is 

5  amended  to  read  as  follows-;  £1To  this  end7  the  Secretary  of 

6  -Health,  Education,  and  Welfare)  hereinafter  in  this  Aet 

7  called  the  ‘Secretary-)-  shall  administer  this  Act.-’ 

8  -(F)-  Section  F(F)-  of  such  Aet  is  amended  to  read  as 

9  follows-; 

10  “-(b)-  Nothing  in  this  Aet  shah  he  construed  as  impairing 

11  or  in  any  manner  affecting  any  right  or  jurisdiction-  of  the 


I 


2 


1  States  with  respect  to  the  waters  of  such  States?  including 

2  bot  net  limited  to  the  power?  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of 

3  such  States  to  enforce  State  water  pollution  centre!  laws  and 

4  regulations^1 

5  -(of  Sections  2?  3?  4?  fi?  fi?  and  4  and  the  first  sentence 

6  of  section  40-fa)-  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  hy  striking 

7  out  '‘Surgeon  General^  and  burgeon  Gcneral-s-  where¥er 

8  they  appear  therein  and  inserting  in  heu  thereof  “Sccrctary” 

9  and  “Secretary^?  rcspcetAelyr 

10  ^fd)-  Sections  4  fa)  and  7-fc)-  of  sueh  Act  are  each 

11  amended  hy  striking  out  “Public  Health  Sendee”  and  in- 

12  sorting  in  heu  thereof  “Department  of  Healthy  Education? 
I8  and  Welfare”. 

14  -fef  Sections  7-fa)  (2)-fB)-  and  40  (b)-  are  each 

15  amended  hy  striking  out  “Secretary  of  Health,-  Education? 

16  and  W effare”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary^- 

17  -ft)-  Section  10-fa)  of  such  Act  is  amended  hy  striking 

18  out  the  second  and  third  sentences  thereof. 

19  Seg.  A-  -fa)-  Subsection  -fa)-  of  section  4  of  dm  Eederal 

20  Water  -Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  hy  striking  out  in 

21  paragraph  -f4)-  thereof  the  following :  “ Provided ,  That  the 

22  total  sum  authorized  to  he  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 

23  for  fellowships  pursuant  to  this  subparagraph  shah  not  es- 

24  eeed  $400,000”. 
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-fkf  Scetten  4  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  die  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection. 

-‘■Hd)  Lhe  .Secretary  shall  establish,  equip,  and  maintain 
held  laboratory  and  research  facilities,  including,  hut  net  lim¬ 
ited  to?  ene  to  he  leeated  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the 
United  States?  ene  hi  the  Middle  -Atlantic  area?  ene  in  the 
southeastern  area?  ene  in  the  midwestern  area?  ene  in  the 
southwestern  area?  ene  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  ene  in 
the  State  of  Alaska?  for  the  eonduet  ef  rcseareli?  investiga¬ 
tions?  experiments?  held  demonstrations  and  studies,'  and 
training  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  ef  water  pel¬ 
let  iom  Insofar  as  practicable,  each  such  facility  shall  be 
located  near  institutions  ef  higher  learning  in  whieh  graduate 
training  in  such  research  might  he  earned  eutr 

—(c)  Lbe  Secretary  shah  eenduet  research  and  teehni 
eal  development  work?  and  make  studies,  with  respeet  to 
the  quality  ef  the  waters  ef  the  Great  Lakes,  including  an 
analysis  ef  the  present  and  projected  future  water  quality 
ef  hre  Great  -Lakes  under  varying  conditions  ef  waste  treat¬ 
ment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  ef  the  water  quality  needs 
ef  those  te  he  served  by  such  waters?  an  evaluation  ef  maniei- 
pal?  industrial?  and  vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal  prac¬ 
tices  with  respeet  te  such  waters?  and  a  study  ef  alternate 
means  ef  solving  water  pollution  problems  (including  addi- 
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tional  waste  treatment  measures)-  with  rcspcet  to  sueh 
waters 

SeOt  3r  -(&)-  Subsection  -(a)-  of  scetiun  §  el  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Aet  is  amended  by  inserting  im¬ 
mediately  following  “June  30?  f-OOdy  $3,000,000”  tbe  fol¬ 
lowing*  and  for  eaeh  succeeding  hseal  year  to  and  in- 
cluding  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30?  4074-?  $5,000,000-. 

-(b)-  Subsection  -(f)-  of  section  b  of  tbe  Eederal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Aet  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘-and-’  at 
tbe  end  of  paragraph  -(4)-  thereof?  by  striking  out  tbe  period 
at  tbe  end  of  paragraph  -(b)-  thereof  and  inserting  in  ben 
thereof  tbe  following  %  and^  and  by  adding  after  sueh 
paragraph  -(b)-  tbe  following  new  paragraph* 

sets  forth  tbe  criteria  used  by  tbe  State  in 
determining  priority  of  projeets  as  prowled  in  soetion 

SeOt  4t  -(a)-  Subsection  (b)-(2)-  of  scetion  0  of  tbe 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Aet  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows :  *L(2)  no  grant  shah  be  made  for  any  projeet  in  an 


amount  exceeding  which  ewer  of  tbe  following  is  tbe  smaller-: 
-(A)-  IBOOjOOO,  or  -(E)-  tbe  total  of  30  per  eentum  of  tbe  first 
$1,000,000  of  tbe  reasonable  cost  of  tbe  projeet  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  tbe  Secretary,  plus  4b  per  centum  of  tbe  next 
$2,000j000  of  sueh  eost?  plus  40  per  centum  of  tbe  remainder 
of  such  costs  Pmmd-ed;  That  tbe  grantee  agrees  to  pay  tbe 
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remaining  cost:  Provided  f-uHh-erj  44ml  in  the  ease  of  a 
project  -wliieli  will  sem  more  than  one  municipality  -{A)- 
the  Secretary  sbalb  on  such  basis  as  bo  determines  to  bo 


seared  by  snob  projcet  its  share  of  tbo  estimated  reasonable 
cost  ol  snob  project,  and  shall  them  apply  tbo  foregoing 
limitations  in  this  elanse  to  each  snob  share  as  if  it  wore  a 
separate  project  to  determine  tbo  maximum  amount  of  any 
grant  -which  may  bo  made  under  this  seet-ion  with  respect  to 
each  such  share,  and  tbo  total  of  ah  tbo  amounts  so  deter 
mined  or  $2,400,0007  whichever  is  tbo  smaller,  shall  bo  tbo 
maximum  amount  of  tbo  grant  whieh  may  bo  made  under 
this  soetion  on  account  of  snob  projcet,  and  -fUf  for  purposes 
of  tbo  limitation  in  tbo  last  sentence  of  subsection  -fd)-7  tbo 
share  of  each  municipality  so  determined  shall  bo  regarded  as 
a  grant  for  tbo  construction  of  treatment  works-1’.- 

-(b)-  Subsection  -(b)-  of  suob  soetion  is  farther  amended 
by  striking  out  --amb’  after  dauso  -fb)-  and  by  inserting 
before  tbo  period  at  tbo  end  of  danse  (4-)-:  ~  and  -(b)- 
no  grant  shah  be  made  for  any  project  under  this  section 
in  any  State  in  an  amount  exceeding  $2b0;000  until  a  grant 
has  boon  made  thereunder  for  each  project  -fAf  for  which 
an  application  was  bled  with  tbo  appropriate  State  water 
pollution  eontrol  agency  prior  to  tbo  date  of  enactment  of 
this  dause  and  -{&}-  which  tbo  Secretary  determines  mot 
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the  requirement  el  this  section  end  regulations  thereunder 
as  in  effect  prior  to  sneh  dale  el  enactment^ 

-(e)-  hhe  third  sentenee  el  subsection  -(e)-  el  sueb  section 
is  amended  by  striking  ont  the  final  period  and  inserting  in 
hen  thcreel  the  followings  —  except  that  any  sneh  allotment 
whieh  is  net  obligated  within  six  months  following  the  end 
el  the  fiscal  year  lor  whieh  it  was  made  beeause  el  a  lack 
el  projects  whieh  hare  been  approved  under  subsection 
-(b)  -(4)-  el  Ibis  scciiony  or  certified  as  entitled  to  priority 
under  sub  section  (h)  (1)-  el  this  section,  shah  be  reallotted 
by  the  Secretary^  on  sneh  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  rea¬ 
sonable  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regulations 
promulgated  by  hirm  Any  amount  made  available  to  a  State 
by  rcallotmcnts  under  the  preceding  sentence  shah  be  in 
addition  to  amounts  otherwise  allotcd  to  sneh  State  under 
this  seetiorg  and  shah  be  available  for  payments  with  respect 
to  projects  m  sneh  State  whieh  have  been  approved  under 
rids  section  prior  to  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  following  the 
year  for  whieh  the  original  allotment  was  made-.— 

-(d)-  Subsection  -(d)-  of  sneh  seetion  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “$50,0007000”  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  “$1-00- 
000,000”,  and  by  striking  out  $500, 000, -000^-  and  insert  ■ 
ing  in  hen  thereof  ^$ 1,000, 000, 000’b 
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-fe}-  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  sabscetion : 

The  Secretary  shall  take  seek  action  as  may 
he  necessary  to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  em¬ 
ployed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for  which 
grants  are  made  under  this  seetion  shall  be  paid  wages  at 
rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work 
on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as  deter  ■ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Aet 
of  March  1931,  as  amended^  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon 
Aet  -{46  Statv  4494-  46  4LStCt  276a  through  -276a  5)  A 
SeOt  A-  -(a)-  The  hrst  sentence  of  subsection  -(a)  (4) 
of  section  7-  of  the  Ecdcral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  -There  is  hereby  established 
in  the  Department  of  -Health,  -Education,  and  -Welfare,  a 
Water  Pollution  Control  -Advisory  Board,  composed  of  the 
Secretary  or  his  designee,  who  shall  be  chairman,  and  nine 
members  appointed  by  the  President,-  none  of  whom  shah  be 
Ecdcral  officers  or  cmpkyccs.- 

-fb}-  The  ffrst  sentence  of  subsection  (a.)  (2)  (A)  or 
sueh  seetion  7  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof :  ■—  and  -(iii)  the  tenn  of  any  member  under 
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preceding  provisions  shah  fee  extended  nn til  tfee  date 
on  which  his  successors  appointment  is  effective-.- 

gfiOr  Or  Section  8  of  tfee  Federal  -Water  Pufffttiott  Gon- 
troi  Aet  is  amended  to  read  as  follows-? 


A(1A4NST- 


ee 


Pffe  pollfttion  of  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  tfee  matter  causing 
nr  contributing  to  sueh  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into 
suefe  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a 
tributary  of  such  waters)  which  endangers  the  health  or 
welfare  of  any  persons,  shall  fee  subjeet  to  abatement  as 
provided  hi  this  Act- 

-f fe)-  Consistent  with  the  poliey  declaration  of  this  AeC 
State  and  interstate  action  to  abate  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  shah  be  encouraged  and  shah  not  be  displaced  fey 
■Federal  enforcement  action  except  as  otherwise  provided  by 
or  pursuant  to  a  fund  order  issued  in  accordance  with  sub¬ 
section  -fef  of  this  section  or  a  court  order  under  subsection 
-fgf  of  this  section? 

“  (e)  -fl-)-  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any 
State,  a  State  water  pollution  control  ageney,-  or  (with  the 
concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency 
for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  situated)  the  gov- 


25  cming  body  of  any  municipality,'  the  Secretary  sfeahj  if  sueh 
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request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable  waters  which  is  en¬ 
dangering  the  health  er  welfare  ef  persons  in  a  State  other 
than  dtat  in  which  the  discharge  er  discharges  (causing  er 
contributing  to  such  pollution-)  originates?  give  formal  notifi¬ 
cation  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  eontrol  agency  and  in¬ 


terstate  agency?  if  mtp  of  the  State  or  States  where  such 
discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall  call  promptly 
a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State 

o  «y  o 

water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency;  if 
any?  of  the  State  or  States?  if  any?  which  may  be  adversely 
affected  by  sueh  pohutrom  Whenever  requested  by  the  Oev- 
e-mor  of  any  State?  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency; 
or  (with  the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution 
eontrol  agency  for  the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is 
situated)  the  governing  body  of  any  municipality?  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall?  if  sueh  request  refers  to  pollution  of  navigable 
waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or 
discharges  -(causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  origi¬ 
nates?  give  formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution 
eontrol  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any?  of  the  request- 
ing  State  where  sueh  disen  argo  or 


ges  originate  and 


~  ~ —  — - 

shah  promptly  cab  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies 
and  of  the  State  water  pollution  eontrol  agency  and  intcr- 
II.R.  6441 - 2 
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10 


state  agency?  if  any?  ef  tke  requesting  State?  unless?  in  tke 
judgment  ef  tke  Secretary?  tke  effect  ef  seek  pollution  on 
tke  legitimate  uses  ef  tke  waters  is  net  ef  seek  significance 
te  warrant  exercise  ef  Federal  jurisdiction  under  tkis  section? 
Fke  Secretary  skatt  aise  euk  seek  a  eeefereeee  whenever?  ee 
tke  kasis  ef  reports?  surveys?  er  studies,  ke  kas  rcaseu  te 
believe  tkat  aey  pollution  referred  te  ie  sekseetiee  -faf  and 
endangering  tke  licaltk  er  welfare  ef  persons  in  a  State  ether 
than  tkat  in  which  tke  discharge  er  discharges  eriginate  is 
occurring. 


“  (2)  dke  agencies  called  te  attend  snek  conference  may 
kring  seek  persons  as  they  desire  te  tke  conference?  £fet 
less  than  three  weeks-  prior  notice  ef  tke  conference  date 
shall  ke  given  te  snek  agencies? 

“  (-3)  -Following  tkis  conference?  tke  Secretary  shall 
prepare  and  forward  te  all  tke  water  pollution  control  agen¬ 
cies  attending  tke  conference  a  summary  ef  conference 
discussions  incktding  -(-A-)-  occurrence  ef  pollution  ef  navi¬ 
gable  waters  subject  te  abatement  under  tkis  Act?  -(fR)- 
adcquacy  ef  measures  taken  toward  abatement  ef  tke  pollu¬ 
tion-;  and  -(£)-  nature  ef  delays,  if  any?  being  encountered 
in  abating  tke  pollution? 

— ( d)  4f  tke  Secretary  believes?  upon  tke  eenelusion  ef 
tke  conference  er  thereafter?  tkat  effective  progress  toward 


abatement  ef  such 


is  net  being  made  and  tkat  tke 
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health  or  welfare  ef  any  persons  is  being  endangered,-  he  shall 
recommend  to  the  appropriate  Stale  water  pollution  control 
agency  that  it  take  necessary  remedial  action?  dffie  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  allow  at  least  sis  months  from  the  date  he  makes 
such  recommendations  for  the  taking  of  such  recommended 
action. 

-‘-(e)  H?  at  the  eonelusion  of  the  period  so  allowed,  sueh 
remedial  action  is  not  taken  or  action  which  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Secretary  is  reasonably  calculated  to  secure 
abatement  of  such  pollution  is  not  taken,  the  Secretary  shall 
call  a  public  hearing,  to  be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the 
places  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  eausing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution  originated,  before  a  Hearing  Board 
of  hwe  or  more  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.-  -Each 
State  in  whieh  any  discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such 
pollution  originates  and  each  State  claiming  to  be  adversely 
affected  by  sueh  pollution  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
select  one  member  of  the  Hearing  Board  and  at  least  one 
member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce?  and  not  less  than  a  majority  of  the  Hearing  Board 
shall  be  persons  other  than  officers  or  employees  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  -Health,  Education?  and  Welfare.  At  least 
three  weeks-  prior  notiee  of  sueh  hearing  shall  be  given  to 
the  State  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate 
agencies,  if  any?  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hearing  and 
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the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters?  On  the  basis  of  the  evi- 
denee  presented  at  seek  hearing,  the  Hearing  Hoard  shall 
make  findings  as  to  whether  pollution  referred  to  m  sub¬ 
section  -(a)-  is  occurring  and  whether  cffcetwe  progress  to¬ 
ward  abatement  thereof  is  being  made? — If  the  Hearing 
-Board-  finds  such  pollution  Is  oeeurring  and  effective  progress 
toward  abatement  Is  not  being  made  it  shall  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Secretary  concerning  the  measures,  if  any} 
wkiek  it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  sceure  abate¬ 
ment  of  such  pollution; — Such  findings  and  recommendations 
shall  be  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
except  to  the  extent}  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  at  such 
hearing}  be  bcllc-vcs  additional  or  different  findings  or  recom¬ 
mendations  are  warranted?  Bbe  Secretary  shah  send  bis 
findings  and  recommendations  to  the  person  or  persons  dis¬ 
charging  any  matter  causing  or  contributing  to  sueh  pelln  ■ 
tioU}  together  with  an  order  specifying  a  reasonable  time}  but 
not  less  than  six  months  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  sueh 
order}  to  sceure  abatement  of  sueh  pollution  in  accordance 
with  sueh  findings  and  recommendations. — Sueh  order  shah 
become  final  on  the  sixtieth  day  after  the  date  of  its  issuance 
unless  an  appeal  is  taken  as  provided  in  subsection  -{f)-? 
Bhe  Secretary  shall  also  send  a  eopy  of  sueh  findings  and 
recommendations  and  sueh  order  to  the  water  pollution  eon- 
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trol  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  if  any? 
hearings  as  a  party  ef  record? 

—-(f)-  An  appeal  may  he  taken  from  any  seek  order  of 
the  Secretary  hy  any  person  who  has  keen  made  subject  to 
such  order  to  the  United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the  cir¬ 
cuit  in  which  any  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  pollution  subject  to  abatement  by  suek  order 
originates  by  filing  with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal  within 
sixty  days  from  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  order,  ffihe  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  court  shall  attach  upon  the  filing  of  sueh  notice? 
A:  copy  of  sueh  notice  shall  forthwith  be  transmitted  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Secretary  or  any  officer  designated 
by  him  for  that  purpose  and  to  any  other  person  who  re¬ 
ceived  a  copy  of  the  Secretary’s  order?  ffihe  Secretary  shall 
thereupon  file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the  proceedings  be¬ 
fore  the  Hearing  Hoard  as  provided  in  section  2-1-12  of  title 
2S?  United  States  Code?  together  with  his  findings  of  fact 
and  recommendations?  Such  findings  of  the  Secretary,  if 
supported  by  substantial  evidence  when  considered  on  the 
record  as  a  whole,-  shall  be  conclusive,  but  the  court  for  good 
cause  shown  may  remand  the  ease  to  the  Secretary  for  the 
taking  of  additional  evidence  in  sueh  manner  and  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  court  may  deem  proper,  ffike 


H.K.  6441 - 3 


14 


1  Secretary  may  thereupon  make  or  cause  to  be  made  new  er 

2  modified  findings  el  feel  and  recommendations,  ami  be  sbtf 

3  fife  with  the  eeart  the  record  ef  seeh  further  proceedings 

4  ncw  er  modified  findings  and  recommendations,  and  his 

5  recommendations,  if  anyy  for  the  setting  aside  er  modifica 

6  fien  ef  his  eriginal  order?  Such  new  er  modified  findings 

7  s]odf  likewise  he  conclusive  if  supported  hy  substantial 

8  evidence  when  considered  en  the  record-  as  a  whole? 

9  “..(.g.y  p^en  the  basis  ef  the  record  ef  the  proceedings 

10  fiiefi  ^hh  hy  the  court  shah  hare  jurisdiction  to  enter  an 

11  order  affirming  er  setting  asidcy  in  whole  er  in  party  the 

12  or(i^i-  el  the  Secretary?  4he  judgment  ef  the  court  shall  he 

13  fieah  subject  to  review  hy  the  Supreme  Court  ef  the  United 

14  States  upon  certiorari  er  ccrtifieatiton  as  provided  m  section 

15  I2e4  ef  title  ef  the  United  States  Code? 

16  “{hf  4he  United  States  district  courts  shah  hare  juris- 

17  diction  ef  nnr  cird  action  brought  hy  the  Attorney  General 

18  at  the  request  ef  the  Secretary  to  enforce  any  order  issued 

19  under  this  section  hy  the  Secretary,  er  hy  a  United  States 

20  court  ef  appeals. 

21  —  (i)  Members  ef  any  Hearing  heard  appointed  pur- 

22  scant  to  subsection  -fef  who  arc  net  regular  full  time  officers 

23  or  employees  ef  the  U nited  States  shall,-  while  participating 

24  lo  ifie  hearing  conducted  hy  such  hoard  er  otherwise 

25  engaged  en  the  work  ef  such  Boardy  receive  compensation 
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at  a  rate  feed  fey  the  Secretary-;  hut  net  exceeding  $100 
per  diem,  including  travel  time,  and  while  away  from  their 
homes  or  regular  place*  el  business  they  may  fee  allowed 
travel  expenses-;  including  pee  diem  in  lieu  el  subsistence-;  as 
authorized  fey  law  -f5  F-.S.-G-.-  7-3-1 )- 2)  fee  persons  in  the 
Government  service  employed  inteemittcntl-yr 

As  uaed  in  this  seetieu;  the  teem  ‘person'  includes 
an  individual,  corporation,  partnership,  association.  State? 
municipality;  and  political  subdivision  ef  a  State.- 

—-fie)-  As  uaed  in  tins  section?  tfee  teem  ‘municipality' 
means  a  city,  town,  borough;  county?  parisln  district;  ee 
other  public  feedy  created  fey  ee  pneauant  to  State  lawA 
Se0t  A  Section  0  ef  tfee  ¥ edeeal  Water  Pollution  Gen¬ 


teel  Act  is  an  tended  few  adding  at  tfee  end  thereof  the 
mg  new  sentences-:  An  hia  s-ummaey  ef  any  conference  pne¬ 
auant  to  section  S~fc)  (3-)-  A  this  Act?  the  Secretary  shah 
inelude  references  to  any  discharges  allegedly  contributing 
to  pollution  from  any  Federal  property.  Aotice  of  any 
hearing  pursuant  to  section  8-fe}-  involving  any  pollution 
alleged  to  fee  effected  fey  any  such  discharges  shah  also  fee 
given  to  the  Federal  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
property  involved  and  the  findings  and  recommendations  of 
the  Hearing  -Board  conducting  such  hearing  shall  also  Inelude 
references  to  any  such  discharges  which  are 
die  pollution  found  fey  such  Hearing  Board.” 
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&e€t  fk  Section  44  of  tke  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Aet  is  amended  by  striking  ent  subsections  -fd)-  and 
-fof  and  inserting  in  ken  thereof  tke  followings 

“  (df  Fke  term  ^State1  means  a  State,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  tke  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Ehne  tke  Virgin 
Islands,  and  Guana 

4 ‘-(of  Fkc  term  ‘interstate  waters’  means  ak  risers, 
fakesr  and  otker  waters  tkat  kow  aeross  or  form  a  part  of 


State  boundaries,  including  coastal  watersk- 

SeOt  (h  4n  tke  ease  of  any  discharge  or  discharges  eaus- 
ing  or  contributing  to  water  pollution  witk  respeet  to  which 
tke  actions  of  tke  Surgeon  General  or  tke  Secretary  pre¬ 
scribed  under  section  8  of  tke  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  keep  as  in  effeet  prior  to  tke  enactment  of  this  AeC 
have  already  been  completed  prior  to  suck  enactment,'  tke 
provisions  of  such  section  as  so  m  effect  shall  continue  to  be 
applicable  until  tke  pollution  caused  by  suek  discharge  or 
discharges  has  keen  abated. 

SeOt  40t  Fkis  Act  may  be  cited  as  tke  “Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961- ? 

That  section  2  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  “( a)”  after  “Sec.  2.  and  by 
inserting  at  the  end  of  such  section  the  following: 

“ (b)(1)  In  the  survey  or  planning  of  any  reservoir  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or  other 
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Federal  agency,  consideration  shall  he  given  to  inclusion  of 
storage  for  regulation  of  streamflow  for  the  purpose  of  water 
quality  control,  except  that  any  such  storage  and  water 
releases  shall  not  be  provided  as  a  substitute  for  adequate 
treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  waste  at  the  source. 

“(2)  The  need  for  and  the  value  of  storage  for  this 
purpose  shall  be  determined  by  these  agencies,  with  the  ad¬ 
vice  of  the  Surgeon  General,  and  his  views  on  these  matters 
shall  be  set  forth  in  any  report  or  presentation  to  the  Congress 
proposing  authorization  or  construction  of  any  reservoir 
including  such  storage. 

“(3)  The  value  of  such  storage  shall  be  taken  into 
account  in  determining  the  economic  value  of  the  entire  project 
of  which  it  is  a  part,  and  costs  shall  be  allocated  to  the  purpose 
of  water  quality  control  in  a  manner  which  will  insure  that 
all  project  purposes  share  equitably  in  the  benefits  of  multiple- 
purpose  construction. 

“(4)  Costs  of  water  quality  control  features  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  any  Federal  reservoir  or  other  impoundment  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  determined  and  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  identified  and  if  the  benefits  are  widespread  or  na¬ 
tional  in  scope,  the  costs  of  such  features  shall  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  4(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the 
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end  of  clause  (4),  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and 
the  word  “ and ”,  and  by  inserting  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following: 

“(6)  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  research  and 
field  demonstration  facilities,  giving  consideration  in 
establishing  such  facilities  to  locations  which  will  facili¬ 
tate  cooperation  with  institutions  of  higher  education, 
and  for  the  purposes  of  this  clause  (A)  the  Surgeon 
General  may  acquire  land  and  interests  therein,  accept 
in  the  name  of  the  United  States  donations  of  property, 
real  or  personal,  subject  to  such  conditions  as  he  may 
deem  appropriate,  and  utilize  uncompensated  services, 
(B)  the  Surgeon  General  may  contract  or  make  other 
arrangements  for  the  use  of  such  facilities  as  he  may 
determine,  and  (C)  there  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  not  more  than  $10, 000, 000. ” 

(b )  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(d)(1)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section 
the  Surgeon  General  shall  develop  and  demonstrate  under 
varied  conditions  (including  conducting  such  basic  and  ap¬ 
plied  research,  studies,  and  experiments  as  may  be 
necessary ) : 

“(A)  Practicable  means  of  treating  municipal  sew- 
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age  and  other  waterborne  wastes  to  remove  the  maxi¬ 
mum  'possible  amounts  of  physical ,  chemical,  and 
biological  pollutants  in  order  to  restore  and  maintain  the 
maximum  amount  of  the  Nation's  water  at  a  quality 
suitable  for  repeated  reuse; 

“(B)  Improved  methods  and  procedures  to  iden¬ 
tify  and  measure  the  effects  of  pollutants  on  water  uses, 
including  those  pollutants  created  by  new  technological 
developments ;  and 

“(C)  Methods  and  procedures  for  evaluating  the 
effects  on  water  quality  and  water  uses  of  augmented 
streamflows  to  control  water  pollution  not  susceptible  to 
other  means  of  abatement. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  there  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  not  more  than  $5,000,000  for 
any  fiscal  year,  and  the  total  sum  appropriated  for  such 
purposes  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000. 

“(e)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  establish,  equip,  and 
maintain  field  laboratory  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  one  to  be  located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the  United 
States,  one  in  the  Middle  Atlantic  area,  one  in  the  south¬ 
eastern  area,  one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the  south¬ 
western  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one  in  the 
State  of  Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of  technical  investigations, 
experiments,  field  demonstrations  and  studies,  and  training 
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1  relating  to  the  'prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution.  In- 

2  so  far  as  practicable,  each  such  facility  shall  be  located  near 

3  institutions  of  higher  learning  in  which  graduate  training  in 

4  such  activities  might  be  earned  out.” 

5  Sec.  3.  Section  5(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 

6  Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “June  30,  1961, 

1  $ 3,000,000 ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1966, 

8  $ 5,000,000 

9  Sec.  4.  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 
10  trot  Act  is  amended  as  follows: 

n  (l)  Clause  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of  such  section  6 

12  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(2)  except  as  otherwise 

13  provided  in  this  clause,  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any 

14  project  in  an  amount  exceeding  30  per  centum  of  the  esti- 

15  mated  reasonable  cost  thereof  as  determined  by  the  Surgeon 
10  General,  or  in  an  amount  exceeding  $ 500,000 ,  whichever 

is  the  smaller:  Provided,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the 

18  remaining  cost:  Provided  further,  That  no  grant  of  more 

19  than  $ 250,000  shall  be  approved  for  a  project  in  any  State 

20  until  all  previously  filed  qualified  applications  from  that 

21  State  and  political  subdivisions  thereof  for  grants  not  ex- 

22  ceeding  $250,000  have  first  been  approved:  Provided  fur- 

23  ther,  That,  in  the  case  of  a  project  which  will  serve  more 
2^  than  one  municipality,  the  Surgeon  General  shall,  on  such 
25  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable,  alio- 
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1  cate  to  each  municipality  to  he  served  by  such  project  its 

2  share  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  of  such  project,  and 

3  shall  then  apply  the  limitations  provided  in  this  clause 

4  (2)  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a  separate  project  to 

5  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  yrant  which  could 

6  be  made  under  this  section  with  respect  to  each  such  share, 

7  and  the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  determined  shall  be  the 

8  maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be  made  under 

9  this  section  on  account  of  such  project;" . 

10  (2)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  sec- 

11  tion  6  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  11  Sums  allotted  to  a 

12  State  under  the  preceding  sentence  which  are  not  obligated 

13  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  following  the  fiscal  year  for 

14  which  they  were  allotted  because  of  a  lack  of  projects  which 
1^  have  been  approved  by  a  State  water  pollution  control 
10  agency  under  subsection  (b)(1)  of  this  section  or  certified 

17  as  entitled  to  priority  under  subsection  (b)(4)  of  this  sec- 

18  tion,  shall  be  reallotted  by  the  Surgeon  General,  on  such 

19  basis  as  he  determines  reasonable  and  equitable  and  in 

20  accordance  with  regulations  promulgated  by  him,  to  States 

21  having  projects  approved  under  this  section  for  which  grants 

22  have  not  been  made  because  of  lack  of  funds:  Provided ,  how- 

23  ever,  That  whenever  the  Surgeon  General  finds  that  the 

24  need  for  a  project  in  a  community  in  such  State  is  due  in 

25  part  to  Federal  institutions  or  Federal  construction  activity, 
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1  he  may,  prior  to  such  reallotment,  make  an  additional  allo- 

2  cation  to  such  project  which  will  in  his  judgment  reflect  an 

3  equitable  contribution  for  the  need  caused  by  the  Federal 

4  activity.  Any  sum  made  available  to  a  State  by  reallot- 

5  ment  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in  addition  to 

6  any  funds  otherwise  allotted  to  such  State  under  this  Act. 

7  The  allotments  of  a  State  under  the  second  and  third  sen- 

8  tences  of  this  subsection  shall  be  available,  in  accordance 

9  with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  for  payments  with  respect 

10  to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under 

11  this  section.” 

12  (3)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  6  is  amended  to  read 

13  as  follows: 

14  "(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  grants  under  this  section,  $70,000,000 

15  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962,  $80,000,000  for 
17  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $90,000,000  for  the 
15  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  $100,000,000  for  the 

10  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  and  $100,000,000  for 

20  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966.  Sums  so  appropriated 

21  shall  remain  available  until  expended.” 

22  (4)  Section  6  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

23  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

24  “(f)  The  Surgeon  General  shall  take  such  action  as 

25  may  be  necessary  to  insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics 
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employed  by  contractors  or  subcontractors  on  projects  for 
which  grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  wages 
at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of 
work  on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with 
the  Act  of  March  3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis- 
11  aeon  Act  (46  Stat.  1494;  40  U.S.C.,  secs.  276a  through 
276a-5).” 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ ENFORCEMENT  MEASURES  AGAINST  POLLUTION  OF 
INTERSTATE  OR  NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  interstate  or  navigable 
waters  in  or  adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  ( whether  the  mat¬ 
ter  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged 
directly  into  such  waters  or  reaches  such  waters  after  dis¬ 
charge  into  a  tributary  of  such  waters),  which  endangers 
the  health  or  welfare  of  any  persons,  shall  be  subject  to 
abatement  as  provided  in  this  Act.” 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “interstate”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “interstate 
or  navigable” . 

(c)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)(1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any 
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1  State  or  a  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  the  Surgeon 

2  General  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  waters 

3  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a 

4  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges 

5  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originate,  give 

6  formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control 

l  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States 

8  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall  call 

9  promptly  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the 

10  State  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency, 

11  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States,  if  any,  which  may  be  ad- 

12  versely  affected  by  such  pollution.  Whenever  requested  by 

13  the  Governor  of  any  State,  the  Surgeon  General  shall,  if 
H  such  7'equest  1'efers  to  pollution  of  interstate  or  navigable 
I5  waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons 
10  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or  dis- 
1^  charges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates, 
18  give  formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control 

agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State 

20  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall 

21  promptly  call  a  conference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of 

22  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency, 

23  if  any,  of  the  requesting  State,  unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the 

24  Surgeon  General,  the  effect  of  such  pollution  on  the  legitimate 
2o  uses  of  the  waters  is  not  of  such  significance  to  warrant  exer- 
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else  of  Federal  jurisdiction  under  this  section.  The  Surgeon 
General  shall  also  call  such  a  conference  whenever,  on  the 
basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason  to  believe 
that  any  pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and  endan¬ 
gering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than 
that  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  originate  is  occur¬ 
ring.” 

(d)  Paragraph  (3)  (A)  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  sec¬ 
tion  is  amended  by  striking  out  “interstate”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “interstate  or  navigable” . 

(e)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the 
discharge  originates”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “any  persons” . 

Sec.  6.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of 
1958  (72  Stat.  319),  is  amended  by  striking  out  all  be¬ 
ginning  with  “Provided,”  in  the  first  proviso  to  the  colon  at 
the  end  of  the  second  proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  construction 
or  modification  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  that  all  authorized  pur¬ 
poses  served  by  the  project  shall  share  equitably  in  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  multiple  purpose  construction,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  as 
the  case  may  be:  Provided  further,  That  before  construction 
or  modification  of  any  project  including  water  supply  pro- 
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visions  for  present  demand  is  initiated ,  State  or  local  interests 
shall  agree  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  such  provisions  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section:  And  provided  further , 
That  not  to  exceed  30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated 
cost  of  any  project  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated  future 
demands  where  State  or  local  interests  give  reasonable  assur¬ 
ances,  and  there  is  reasonable  evidence,  that  such  demands 
for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made  within  a  period  of 
time  which  will  permit  paying  out  the  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  within  the  life  of  the  project” . 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  ‘‘An  Act  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more 
effective  program  of  water  pollution  control,  and  for  other 
purposes.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  3,  1961. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  June  22,  1961. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary . 
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June  27,  1961 


7.  EDUCATIONAL  EXCHANGES.  Began  debate  on  S.  1154,  to  provide  for  the  improvemei 
and  strengthening  of  the  educational  and  cultural  exchange  program,  pp.  10576, 
10580-5 

EDUCATION.  Sen.  Mundt  and  others  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  extend  the 
rogram  of  Federal  aid  to  schools  in  Federally-impacted  areas,  pp.  10552-3 

9.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Javits  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  "New  PolLdy  Due  on 
Foreign  Trade,"  stating  that  "The  Kennedy  Administration  must  sopn  get  to  work 
on  theVetailed  drafting  of  its  own  foreign  trade  policy."  pp./10556-7 


10.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Ervin  inserted  his  statement  commei 
developmentXprogram.  p.  10559 


ling  the  area  re- 


11.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Eparkman  commended  the  conference  report  pfn  the  housing  bill  and 
urged  early  consideration  of  the  report,  pp.  10596-7 

Sen.  Bush  criticized  the  conference  report  on  the  housing  bill  and  urged 
the  Senate  to  reject  the  report  and  instruct  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee 
to  report  "to  the  flopr  a  new  housing  bill  which  recognizes  the  need  for  fis¬ 
cal  prudence  in  domestic  programs."  pp.  10615-T^ 


12.  NOMINATION.  Received  the 
Commissioner,  p.  10619 


nomination  of  Robert  E.  Hampton  to  be  a  Civil  Service 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Man&field  announced  that  the  conference  report  on  the 
housing  bill,  and  H.  R.  7677,  tb  increase  the  public  debt  limit,  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  today,  and  that  S.  1154, \:he  educational  exchange  bill,  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  on  Thurs.  p.  10610 

HO0! 


14.  HOUSING;  FARM  LOANS.  Received/the  conference  report  on  S.  1922,  the  omnibus 
housing  bill  (H.  Rept.  602) /retaining  th6\Senate  amendment  making  lessees  of 
farmland  eligible  for  farm, housing  assistance  under  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949.  For  additional  Items  of  interest  to\this  Department,  see  Digest  95. 
pp.  10644-60,  10668 

1.5.  VETERANS'  LOANS.  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment,  &ith  an  amendment  by  Rep. 

Teague,  Tex. ,  on  H/R.  5723,  to  extend  the  veterans/  guaranteed  and  direct 
home  loan  program/  pp.  10620-1 

1.6.  APPROPRIATIONS./  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  7851,  the  Defense^ppropriation  bill. 

pp.  10621-43 

The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  until  midnight ^on. ,  July  10,  to 
file  a  report  on  the  D.  C.  appropriation  bill.  p.  10644 

17.  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 

H.  R./7576,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

p.  10668 

18.  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  6441,  to  amend  the 

Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective  program  of 
water  pollution  control.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  pp. 
10643-4 

.9.  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Aspinall  discussed  the  Federal  reclamation  programs  and  sai 
"Reclamation  farms  are  more  than  twice  as  productive,  acre  for  acre,  as  other 
farms."  pp.  10662-5 


-  4  - 


PUBLIC  DEBT.  Reps.  Dominick  and  Battin  criticized  the  proposal  to  raise  the 
public  debt  limit,  pp.  10666-7 

PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amend-/ 
ments  H.  R.  2555,  to  provide  for  allotment  and  advancement  of  pay  with  respect 
to  civilian  employees  of  the  U.  S.  in  cases  of  emergency  evacuation  in  oversea 
areas  (H.  Rept.  584).  p.  10668 

The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R.  6141, 
to  amend^he  act  of  September  1,  1954,  in  order  to  limit  to  cases  involving 
the  national  security  the  prohibition  on  payment  of  annuities  and/retired  pay 
to  officers\ind  employees  of  the  U.  S.  p.  10668 

22.  WATERSHEDS.  Th&\Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  with  amendments  (but 

did  not  actual ljKreport)  H.  R.  3462,  to  amend  the  Watershed/Drotection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  to  permit  certain  new  organizations  yo  sponsor  works  of 
improvement  thereunder,  p.  D511 

23.  GRAPES  AND  PLUMS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  H.  R.  6253,  to  permit  exemption  of  /certain  grapes  and  plums 
from  the  act  of  Septembers^,  1960,  requiring  standards  for  exported  grapes  and 
plums,  p.  D511 

24.  EDUCATION.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  *$et  in  executive  session  and 

ordered  a  clean  bill  introduceosln  the  House/in  lieu  of  H.  R.  6774,  to  extend 
and  improve  the  National  Defense N^ducatioEyAct.”  p.  D511 

25.  DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN*  The  Rules  Ccmrilittee  granted  a  rule  for  the  consideration 

of  H.  J.  Res.  225,  to  grant  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  Delaware  River 
Basin  Compact,  p.  D512 

26.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  conference  report  on 

the  housing  bill  will  be  considered  today,  Xune  28,  and  probably  H.  R.  7678, 
to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  cf  1930  to  provide  tbx  the  free  importation  of  wild 
animals  and  wild  birds  which/are  intended  for  ^hibition  in  the  U.  S. 

(p.  10660).  Agreed  to  consider  the  D.  C.  appropriation  bill  Wed.,  July  12 
(p.  10641). 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

27.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Van  ZandtXinserting  an  editorial, 
"Public  Power  Advocates  Wedge  Into  A-Energy  Field."  pp.  ^4830-2 

28.  RESEARCH.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Anderson  inserting  trio  articles  favor¬ 

ing  expansioiy  and  development  of  saline  water  conversion  programs,  pp. 

A4832-3 

29.  SOCIAL  SECURITY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Marshall  inserting  an  article, 

"Social  Security  Gives  Farm  People  Independence,"  and  stating  that  Lt  is  an 
interesting  study  on  the  attitude  of  farmers  toward  social  security,  pp. 
A4836-7 


30.  BUDGET;  PUBLIC  DEBT.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Udall  during  debate  on  th^ 
bill  to  increase  the  public  debt  limit,  pp.  A4842-4 

3^  PERSONNEL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Daddario  commending  and  inserting  a 
review  of  Dr.  Earl  Lindveit's  book,  "Scientists  in  Government."  p.  A4845 
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they  have  done  extremely  well  and  the 
entire  system  is  quite  reliable  for  the 
litial  period  of  its  development.  There 
k  every  reason  to  believe  that  continued 
movement  both  as  to  quality  and  per¬ 


formance  will  be  achieved  as  the  Navy 
continues  to  bring  more  of  these  power¬ 
ful  ships  into  being  on  an  accelerated 
scheduled  To  me,  the  Polaris  system  is 
an  indication  that  as  we  go  more  and 
more  into  the  time  area  of  these  tre¬ 
mendous  weapons,  satellites,  space 
travel,  and  likk  it  seems  that  the  seas, 
the  open  oceank  of  the  world,  become 
increasingly  attractive  as  a  place  in 
which  to  base  these\remendous  weapons 
of  war.  These  great\ubmarines  moving 
beneath  the  water  cannot  be  detected 
by  satellites  circling  arsund  this  globe 
and  their  ability  to  moveNfrom  one  part 
of  the  world  to  another  via  the  open 
oceans,  make  it  a  most  powerful  weapon 
indeed. 

The  significance  of  this  weapon  in  our 
arsenal  can  hardly  be  overestimated. 
Cruising  silently  and  quietly  in  the  sreat 
depths  of  the  oceans  with  thousand^  of 
square  miles  available  to  them,  sukr 
rounded  by  friendly  land  masses  not 
available  to  potential  enemies  for  erec¬ 
tion  of  detection  devices,  the  Polaris 
submarines  can  be  considered  relatively 
invulnerable  to  surprise  attack.  Each 
of  these  submarines,  packing  more 
punch  in  TNT  equivalent  than  all  of  the 
bombs  dropped  by  both  sides  in  World 
War  n,  including  the  two  A-bombs, 
makes  a  marked  contribution  to  the  de¬ 
fense  posture  of  this  country.  The 
long,  20-year  life  of  the  Polaris  sub¬ 
marine  is  a  welcome  contrast  to  high 
obsolescent  rate  weapons  of  other  types 
which  fit  into  our  deterrent  defense  ar¬ 
senal.  It  is  felt  that  this  weapon  sys¬ 
tem  should  do  much  to  stabilize  the 
larger  expenditures  which  this  country 
necessarily  must  make  to  provide  an  ap¬ 
propriate  major  war  defense  capability. 

These  characteristics  and  the  fine  per¬ 
formance  of  the  naval  industrial  team 
was  recognized  by  our  President  when 
he  showed  special  confidence  in  the 
system  by  bringing  forward  into  fiscal 
1961,  5  Polaris  submarines  which  h; 
been  programed  for  fiscal  year  19^2, 
making  a  total  of  10  in  fiscal  year yl961 
for  a  grand  total  through  that  year  of 
19  Polaris  submarines,  built  or  building. 
Then,  again  in  fiscal  year  1962,  the 
President  has  asked  that  th/  Congress 
authorize  and  appropriate  funds  for  10 
additional  submarines  for/a  total  of  29 
submarines  through  fiscal  year  1962. 

Included  in  the  fiscal  year  1962  pro¬ 
gram  are  funds  for  rum,  more  powerful, 
and  longer  range  /missiles,  the  A-3, 
which  will  add  four  times  the  sea  room 
which  these  can  u6e  and  still  keep  targets 
under  surveillance.  Result  of  this  accel¬ 
eration  and  /augmentation  will  cause 
these  submarines  to  be  produced  at  the 
rate  of  ajrout  one  a  month  about  2 
years  from  now  and  these  should  provide 
a  most  /Welcome  addition  to  our  defense 
postui 

There  are  no  long  leadtime  items  in 
fiscal  year  1962  for  submarines  in  fiscal 
Sar  1963.  In  response  to  questions,  it 
Is  my  understanding  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  has  stated  that  studies  are 


now  underway  to  determine  what  the 
particular  mix  of  weapons  of  this  kind 
should  be  and  that  when  this  is  decided 
that  there  may  be  or  may  not  be  require¬ 
ments  for  long  leadtime  items  for  future 
Polaris  submarines.  It  takes  some  42 
months  to  build,  construct  and  pro¬ 
vide  a  well-equipped  Polaris  submarine 
to  the  fleet.  This  long  leadtime  has  in 
the  past  been  cut  to  some  30-odd 
months  through  Congress  in  a  timely 
way  providing  certain  long  leadtime 
items  a  year  ahead  of  the  actual  laying- 
down  of  the  submarines.  When  one 
takes  a  look  at  the  intricate  construction 
of  one  of  these  tremendous  submarines 
we  all  can  be  proud  of  the  ingenuity  and 
skill  of  the  American  people  which  has 
brought  into  being  some  3  years 
ahead  of  schedule  this  tremendous 
weapon  system.  Free  men  working  in  a 
free  society  can  always  lead  the  way  if 
properly  motivated  and  properly  lead. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  prayerful  hope  is 
that  it  will  never  be  necessary  to  fire  a 
single  one  of  our  Polaris  missiles  ir 
anger,  but  it  is  comforting  to  know  tha 
through  the  years  ahead  increasing 
numbers  of  missiles  will  be  added  US  the 
leet,  and  each  one  will  be  capable  of 
ring  fired  on  a  fixed  target  witi/ deadly 
accuracy  and  with  a  tremendously  de¬ 
structive  warhead,  from  hidden  bases. 

These  well  known  facts  knould  make 
any  pb^ential  enemy  st^op,  look  and 
listen. 

(Mr.  SilELY-BROWtf  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  ForuI  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  prx  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  SEELY-BKOWN.  Mr.  Chairman, 

I  have  followed/wrih  interest  the  presen¬ 
tation  by  the/ible  floor  manager  of  this 
bill,  and  I  svould  likb  to  comment  very 
briefly  about  a  reference  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  on  the  Department  of  Defense 
appropriation  bill,  because  it  supports 
a  cause  in  which  I  have  labored — vainly 
up  to  now,  I  might  add. 

)n  page  42  of  the  committees  printed 
report  on  this  bill,  under  theNsubtitle 
^‘Proper  Utilization  of  ProductionNjacili- 
ties,”  the  committee  says: 

Maximum  advantage  should  be  take  A.  of 
both  public  and  private  facilities  to  insur 
not  only  that  such  a  base  is  available  if 
the  event  of  mobilization,  but  that  proper' 
use  is  made  of  all  competition  possible  in 
the  various  procurement  areas.  Particularly 
is  there  a  need  for  further  studies  of  the  poli¬ 
cies  relating  to  the  awarding  of  contracts  to 
private  and  naval  shipyards.  The  commit¬ 
tee  is  not  convinced  that  the  Department  of 
the  Navy  is  taking  proper  advantage  of  the 
strong  element  of  competition  which  is  avail¬ 
able  in  the  shipbuilding  and  repair  field. 


It  was  my  own  realization  of  this  fact, 
Mr.  Chairman,  which  moved  me,  earlier 
in  this  session,  to  introduce  H.R.  5357, 
under  the  provisions  of  which  at  least 
75  percent  of  all  remodeling,  moderniza¬ 
tion  and  repair  of  naval  vessels  would  be 
required  to  be  done  in  private  shipyards. 

The  Department  of  Defense  objected, 
said  it  would  tie  its  hands,  and  would 
be  contrary  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
national  defense,  and  that  was  the  end 
of  that. 

However,  the  powerful  Appropriations 
Committee  has  now  made  the  same  point 
that  I  was  trying  to  make,  and  I  believe 


that  we  have  here  a  subject  which  .de¬ 
serves  serious  consideration  and  action, 
and  not  to  be  dismissed  out  of  hand,  as  it 
has  been.  / 

(Mr.  ROUDEBUSH  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Ford)  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  jtfoint  in  the 
Record.)  y 

Mr.  ROUDEBUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  compliment  the' gentleman  from 
Texas  and  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Defense  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  for  1962. 

I  would  especially  like  to  comment  on 
page  7  of  that/report,  concerning  long- 
range  bombe/  production  in  the  United 
States. 

It  is  notdd  that  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  a/total  appropriation  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  long-range  bombers  in  the 
sum  of  $448,840,000,  and  especially  note 
thajr  the  committee  specifically  recom- 
lds  that  first  preference  in  the  use  of 
mailable  funds  be  given  to  the  accelera¬ 
tion  of  the  B-70  bomber  program. 

I  certainly  concur  with  the  committee 
in  its  decision  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  has  gone  too  far  in  proposing 
the  discontinuation  during  calendar  year 
1962  of  production  of  the  B-52  and  B-58 
bomber  while  at  the  same  time  restrict¬ 
ing  the  development  of  other  manned 
bombers,  especially  the  B-70. 

It  has  long  been  felt  that  our  very 
formidable  force  of  manned  bombers 
constitute  the  greatest  deterrent  to  war, 
and  the  recommendations  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  will  provide  adequate  funds  .to  as¬ 
sure  us  of  an  adequate  force  of  such 
manned  bombers. 

I  am  acutely  aware  of  the  limitations 
of  both  intercontinental  and  intermedi¬ 
ate  range  missiles,  and  I  feel  that  every 
citizen  of  the  United  States  feels  a  great 
sense  of  relief  in  these  battle-ready 
squadrons  of  heavy  bombers  deployed 
throughout  the  world.  The  airborne 
alert  practices  and  capabilities  of  such 
force,  to  me,  provides  a  great  assurance 
of  the  ability  to  perform  massive  retalia¬ 
tion  in  case  of  attack.  I  sincerely  hope 
that  the  total  appropriation  for  long- 
range  bombers  earmarked  in  this  bill  be 
approved  by  this  body. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
.Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
thik  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr /Keogh,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  th\  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,\reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  Had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  7854)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  and  for  other 
purposes,  had\come  to  no  resolution 
thereon. 


WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  6441)  to 
amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective 
program  of  water  pollution  control,  with 
a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  disagree 
to  the  Senate  amendment,  and  agree  to 
the  conference  requested  by  the  Senate. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Blat- 
nik,  Fallon,  Jones  of  Alabama,  Smith  of 
Mississippi,  Cramer,  Baldwin,  and 

SCHWENGEL. 

PERMISSION  TO 'REVISE  AND  EX¬ 
TEND  REMARK^.  ON  DEFENSE 

APPROPRIATION  BIEL 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Sail  Members 
who  spoke  on  the  Defense  appropriation 
bill  today  be  permitted  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  their  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  Xrom 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

HEIRS  OF  ANTHONY  BOURBONNAIS 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  4500)  to 
donate  to  the  heirs  of  Anthony  Bourbon- 
nais  approximately  thirty-six  one-hun¬ 
dredths  acre  of  land  in  Pottawatomie 
County,  Okla.,  with  a  Senate  amendment 
thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment?  as  follows : 

Line  10,  after  "less”  insert:  ",  subject  to 
a  reservation  to  the  United  States  of  a  right 
of  access  across  such  land  whenever  needed 
for  public  purposes." 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1962 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com-/ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  have  unt 
midnight  Monday,  July  10,  to  file  a  de¬ 
port  on  the  District  of  Columbia  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  1962. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FORD  reserved  all  joints  of  order 
on  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCORMACK/  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  to  consider  tKe  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  appropriation^ bill  in  the  House  on 
Wednesday,  July  12. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  yf  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts.. 

There  was  no  objection. 


/  HOUSING  BILL 

/lr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
aSk  unanimous  consent  that  the  con¬ 


ferees  may  have  until  midnight  tonight 
to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  bill 
S.  1922,  the  omnibus  housing  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow : 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  602) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1922) 
to  assist  in  the  provision  of  housing  for  mod¬ 
erate  and  low  income  families,  to  promote  or¬ 
derly  urban  development,  to  extend  and 
amend  laws  relating  to  housing,  urban  re¬ 
newal,  and  community  facilities,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
pe  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert 
1  ae  following:  “That  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as^he  ‘Housing  Act  of  1961’. 

k  ‘‘title  i — new  housing  programs 
ising  for  moderate  income  families 
‘Sec.\01.  (a)  Section  221  of  the  Nation^ 
Housing  Act  is  amended  by- 

“(1)  insetting  before  the  text  of  such/Sec- 
tion  a  sectioh  heading  as  follows: 

“  ‘Housing  fornfoderate  income  and  displaced 
families’ ; 

‘(2)  striking  o)*t  subsection  /&)  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follc/ing: 

“  *  (a)  This  sectioh  is  des/ned  to  assist 
private  industry  in  providing  housing  for 
low  and  moderate  income  .families  and  fam¬ 
ilies  displaced  from  urb/  renewal  areas  or 
as  a  result  of  governm/t^l  action.’; 

“(3)  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  ‘any 
mortgage’  the  following:  ‘(including  ad¬ 
vances  during  construction  on  mortgages 
covering  propert/ of  the  character  described 
in  paragraphs  /)  and  (4)  of  subsfc^tion  (d) 
of  this  sectior 

“(4)  striking  out  in  subsection  \d)  (2) 
‘(A)  not  t/exceed’  and  all  that  follows Sdown 
through /ther  prepaid  expenses’  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  ‘(A)  not' 
excee/ (i)  $11,000  in  the  case  of  a  property 
upo/  which  there  is  located  a  dwelling  de-' 
si/ed  principally  for  a  single-family  resi- 
§nce,  (ii)  $18,000  in  the  case  of  a  property 
ipon  which  there  is  located  a  dwelling  de¬ 
signed  principally  for  a  two-farriily  residence, 

(iii)  $27,000  in  the  case  of  a  property  upon 
which  there  is  located  a  dwelling  designed 
principally  for  a  three-family  residence,  or 

(iv)  $33,000  in  the  case  of  a  property  upon 
which  there  is  located  a  dwelling  designed 
principally  for  a  four-family  residence:  Pro¬ 
vided,  Tli at  a  mortgage  secured  by  property 
upon  which  there  is  located  a  dwelling  de¬ 
signed  principally  for  a  two-,  three-,  or  four- 
family  residence  shall  not  be  insured  under 
this  section  except  in  the  case  of  a  dwelling 
for  occupancy  by  a  family  displaced  from  an 
urban  renewal  area  or  as  a  result  of  gov¬ 
ernmental  action:  Provided  further.  That 
the  Commissioner  may  increase  the  fore¬ 
going  amounts  to  not  to  exceed  $15,000, 
$25,000,  $32,000,  and  $38,000,  respectively,  in 
any  geographical  area  where  he  finds  that 
cost  levels  so  require;  and  (B)  not  to  exceed 
the  appraised  value  of  the  property  (as  of 
the  date  the  mortgage  is  accepted  for  in¬ 
surance)  :  Provided,  That  (i)  if  the  mort¬ 
gagor  is  the  owner  and  an  occupant  of  the 
property  at  the  time  of  insurance,  (1)  in 
the  case  of  a  family  displaced  from  an  urban 
renewal  area  or  as  a  result  of  Government 
action,  he  shall  have  paid  on  account  of  the 
property  at  least  $200  in  the  case  of  a  single¬ 


family  dwelling,  $400  in  the  case  of  a  two- 
family  dwelling,  $600  in  the  case  of  a  three- 
family  dwelling,  and  $800  in  the  case  of  a, 
four-family  dwelling,  or  (2)  in  the  case  o/ 
any  other  family,  he  shall  have  paid  on 
count  of  the  property  at  least  3  per  cent 
of  the  Commissioner’s  estimate  of  itg  ac¬ 
quisition  cost;  which  amount  in  eit/r  in¬ 
stance  may  include  amounts  to  cover  set¬ 
tlement  costs  and  initial  payment/or  taxes, 
hazard  insurance,  mortgage  insurance  pre¬ 
mium,  and  other  prepaid  exp/ses;  or  (li) 
in  the  case  of  repair  and  rehabilitation,  the 
amount  of  the  mortgage  sha/not  exceed  the 
sum  of  the  estimated  cost/f  repair  and  re¬ 
habilitation  and  the  C/nmissioner’s  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  value  of  the  property  before  re¬ 
pair  and  rehabilitati/,  except  that  in  no 
case  involving  refin/cing  shall  such  mort¬ 
gage  exceed  such/stimated  cost 'of  repair 
and  rehabilitatio/ and  the  amount  (as  de¬ 
termined  by  th/commissioner)  required  to 
refinance  exis/ng  indebtedness  secured  by 
the  property/ 

“(5)  str/ing  out  the  last  proviso  in  sub¬ 
section  (d)(2); 

“(6)  /riking  out  subsection  (d)(3)  and 
insertiiig  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“  ‘/)  if  executed  by  a  mortgagor  which  is 
a  public  body  or  agency  (and  which  certifies 
t/t  it  is  not  receiving  financial  assistance 
rom  the  United  States  exclusively  pursuant 
'to  the  United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937) ,  a 
cooperative  (including  an  investor-sponsor 
who  meets  such  requirements  as  the  Com¬ 
missioner  may  impose  to  assure  that  the  con¬ 
sumer  interest  is  protected),  or  a  limited 
dividend  corporation  (as  defined  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner)  ,  or  a  private  nonprofit  corpora¬ 
tion  or  association  regulated  or  supervised 
under  Federal  or  State  laws  or  by  political 
subdivisions  of  States,  or  agencies  thereof,  or 
by  the  Commissioner  under  a  regulatory 
agreement  or  otherwise,  as  to  rents,  charges, 
and  methods  of  operation,  in  such  form  and 
in  such  manner  as  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Commissioner  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of 
this  section — 

“  ‘(i)  not  exceed  $12,500,000; 

“‘(ii)  not  exceed  for  such  part  of  such 
property  or  project  as  may  be  attributable  to 
dwelling  use  (excluding  exterior  land  im¬ 
provements  as  defined  by  the  Commissioner) , 
$2,250  per  room  (or  $8,500  per  family  unit 
if  the  number  of  rooms  in  such  property  or 
project  is  less  than  four  per  family  unit), 
except  that  the  Commissioner  may  in  his 
discretion  increase  the  dollar  amount  limita¬ 
tion  of  $2,250  per  room  to  not  to  exceed 
62,750  per  room,  and  the  dollar  amount 
limitation  of  $8,500  per  family  unit  to  not 
to\xceed  $9,000  per  family  unit,  as  the  case 
ma\be,  to  compensate  for  higher  costs  in¬ 
cident,  to  the  construction  of  elevator-type 
structures  of  sound  standards  of  construc¬ 
tion  an/design,  and  except  that  the  Com¬ 
missioner inay  increase  any  of  the  foregoing 
dollar  amount  limitations  contained  in  this 
paragraph  by\not  to  exceed  $1,000  per  room 
without  regardsto  the  number  of  rooms  being 
less  than  four,  or  four  or  more,  in  any  geo¬ 
graphical  area  wfi^je  he  finds  that  cost  levels 
so  require;  and 

“‘(iii)  not  exceedVl)  in  the  case  of  new 
construction,  the  amount  which  the  Com¬ 
missioner  estimates  wil\be  the  replacement 
cost  of  the  property  or\project  when  the 
proposed  improvements  are  completed  (the 
replacement  cost  may  include  the  land,  the 
proposed  physical  improvements,  utilities 
within  the  boundaries  of  thevland,  archi¬ 
tect’s  fees,  taxes,  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  and  other  miscellaneous  charges  in¬ 
cident  to  construction  and  approved  by  the 
Commissioner),  or  (2)  in  the  case\of  re¬ 
pair  and  rehabilitation,  the  sum  of  tlm.  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  repair  and  rehabilltationSand 
the  Commissioner’s  estimate  of  the  vakie 
of  the  property  before  repair  and  reliability 
tion:  Provided .  That  in  no  case  Involving'S 
refinancing  shall  such  mortgage  exceed  such 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report 
Ohio,  urged  Federal  aid  for  migratory  farm  workers, 
tion  of  sugar  quota  for  Philippines.  Rep.  Breeding  in\ro 
to  extend  present  soil  bank  contracts. 


on  housing  bill.  Rep.  Young, 
ep.  Miller  criticized  allocs 
duced  and  discussed  bill 


SENATE 

1.  HOUSING;  FARM  LOAN'S ,  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  reptort  on  S.  1922, 
the  omnibus  housing  bill  (pp.  10701-9,  10742-4,  10747-8,  10753-^81).  The  Senate 
rejected,  42  t'o  47,  a  motion  by  Sen.  Bush  to  recommit  the  conference  report 
with  instructions  to  the  Senate  conferees  not  to  exceed  the  Administration's  re¬ 
quests  f oiVauthorizations  (pp.  10754-79) .  This  bill  will  now  be  seVt  to  the 
President^  See  Digests  95  and  107  for  items  of  interest  to  this  Department. 

PUBLIC  J)EBT,  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7677,  to  increase  the  publicxdebt 
limit  by  $13  billion,  from  $285  billion  to  $298  billion,  for  a  temporary  period 
ending  June  30,  1962.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  10^40-2, 
>792-801 


3,/VETERANS '  LOANS.  Agreed  to  the  House  amendment  to  H.  R.  5723,  te  extend  the 
veterans'  guaranteed  and  direct  home  loan  program.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  President,  p.  10781 


\ 


-  2  - 


4.  TRANSPORTATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  2154,  to  provide  for  the  operation 
of  steamship  conferences,  pp.  10786-8 


5. 


FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Young,  Ohio,  expressed  concern  over  the  conditions  of 
tory  farm  workers,  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  provide  a  prograc 
Federal  assistance  for  such  workers,  and  inserted  an  article,  "Migraj 
Workers'  Plight."  pp.  10733-4 


of 


-gra- 


6.  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees  "agreed  to  file  a 
conference  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed 
versions  of  H.  R.  6441,  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments." 

£. D521 


7. 


13. 


HORSEMEAT  IMPORTS-  The  Finance  Committee  voted  to  report/ (but  did  not  actually 
report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  4591,  to  continue  through  June  30,  1962,  the 
suspension  of  duties  on  metal  scrap  with  an  amendment/  "so  as  to  include  text 
of  S.  1718,  to  place  horsemeat  on  the  free  list."  p.  D516 


8. 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Bennett  /expressed  concern  over  his 
"understanding  that  the  Department  of  Agricultur4  will  utilize  the  Public  Law 
480  program  to  sell  certain  surplus  farm  commodities  to  foreign  lands  for 
dollars  which  will  be  used  to  purchase  lead  and  zinc  for  a  supplemental 
Government  stockpile."  He  stated  that  he  had  been  advised  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  will  soon  enter  into  arixagreement/with  Canada  for  the  barter  of  U.  S. 
wheat  for  Canadian  lead.  p.  107< 


9.  EDUCATION.  Sen.  Bennett  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  continue  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  Federal  assistance  to  schools\in  federally  impacted  areas,  p.  10748 


10.  FARM  MACHINERY;  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  ,  Sen.  Keying  urged  the  public  to  again  con¬ 

tribute  money  for  the  purchase  of  farm  tractors  to  send  to  Cuba  in  exchange 
for  prisoners,  p.  10734 

11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  Xhat  today,  June  29,  the 

calendar  will  be  called  and  S.  1154,  the  educational  exchange  bill,  will  be 
considered,  pp.  10781-2 


/ 


HOUSE 


12.  APPROPRIATIONS.  By  a  vote  of  412  to  0,  passed  without 


indment  H. 
!-98 


the  Defense  Department  appropriation  bill  for  1962. 

SUGAR.  Rep.  /George  P.  Miller  criticized  the  USDA  handling  o£  ipine  sugar 

quotas,  contended  that  quotas  which  should  have  been  allocati  he 

Philippines  were  allocated  to  India  and  Brazil,  and  inserted  icle, 

"Sugar  Deal  Sours  Filipinos  --  United  States  Woos  India,  Spui  ral  Ally." 

He  sa^d  "action  was  taken  against  the  Philippines  ...  without  irocess  of 

pp.  10710-1 


law." 


14.  EDUCATION.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  tt<»t  ac¬ 
tually  report)  H.  R.  7904,  to  extend  and  improve  the  National  Defense  Ec 
tion  Act.  p,  D518 

Rep.  Rodino  said  that  his  bill  H.  R.  4351,  authorizing  $17.5  million 
ally  to  provide  for  national  defense  scholarships,  should  be  included  in  H. 
6774,  to  amend  the  National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  p.  10723 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  adopted  chyh  and  feed  grain  and  wheat  program  for 

1962.  Senate  committee  voted  to  reportyoills  to  authorize  emergency  livestock 
loans  and  to  authorize  annual  appropriations  to  reimburse  CCC  for  net  realized 
losses.  Senate  committee  agreed  to  .exclude  \oybeans,  cottonseed,  flaxseed,  and 
honey  from  marketing  order  provisions  of  farm 'bill.  Senate  passed  measure  to  ex¬ 
tend  date  for  holding  1961  wheat  ^referendum.  Senate  committee  voted  to  report 
bill  to  increase  per  diem  travel:  fates. 


SENATE  -  July  6 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  /’Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

Committee,  in  considering  the  farm  bill,  S.  1643,  "adopted  (1)  a  wheat  program 
for  1962,  providing  for  a  10-percent  mandatory  reductiorivin  acreage  allotments 
with  an  additional  30-percent  voluntary  reduction  in  acreage  allotments,  and 
(2)  a  corn  and  feed  grain  program  for  1962,  providing  a  20-^percent  mandatory 
reduction  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  price  supports,  and  wolld  apply  only  tp 
corn,  gr/in  sorghums,  and  barley."  p.  D538 

THE  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  voted  to  report  the  following  bills: 
p.  D538 

S,  763,  without  amendment,  to  authorize  annual  appropriations  to  Reimburse 
tCC  for  net  realized  losses  sustained  during  any  fiscal  year  in  lieu  Of  annual 
appropriations  to  restore  capital  impairment  based  on  annual  Treasury  apprais¬ 
als; 

S.  1710,  with  amendment,  to  continue  the  authority  for  emergency  livestock 
loans ; 

S.  1873,  without  amendment,  to  permit  CCC  commodities  donated  for  use  in 
home  economics  courses  to  also  be  used  under  certain  circumstances  for  training 
college  students;  and 
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S.  1107,  with  amendment,  to  continue  the  exemption  of  production  of  Duruj 
wheat  in  portions  of  Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties,  Calif. ,  from  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quota  restrictions. 


HOUSE  -  July  6 


3. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  from  the  President  amendments  to  the  budget  fcr  1962 
"involving  a  decrease  of  $509,500,000  for  the  Agency  for  International  Develop 
ment,  an  increase  of  $85  million  for  military  assistance,  and  an  increase  in 
limitation  on  administrative  expenses  in  the  amount  of  $260,^00  for  the 
Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington"  (H.  Doc.  208);  to  Appropriations  Committee. 

p.  11143 


\ 


4.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6441,  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective  pregram 
of  water  pollution  control  (H.  Rept.  675).  pp.  11137-41,  11144 


5.  BUDGETING.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  proffosed  bill  to  eliminate  the 

requirements  for  certain  detailed  estimates  in/the  annual  budgets;  to  Govern-  ( 
ment  Operations  Committee,  p.  11144  / 


6.  EDUCATION.  The  Education  a! 
7904,  to  extend  and  improve 
p.  11144 


Labor  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
;he  National/  Defense  Education  Act  (H.  Rept.  674). 


7.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Boggs  announced  the  following  program  for  the  week 
of  July  10:  Mon.,  S.  796,  relating  to  the  use  by  States  of  surplus  property, 
and  H.  R.  7391,  to  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  waterfowl  by  the 
acquisition  of  wetlands  and  other  essential  water  fowl  habitats;  Tues. ,  H.  R. 
6141,  to  amend  the  Hiss  Act  in  order  t<5x  limit  to  cases  involving  the  national 
security  the  prohibition  on /payment  of  annuities  and  retired  pay  to  officers 
and  employees  of  the  U.  S.Zwed.  and  the  balance  of  the  week,  the  D.  C.  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  1962,  and/H.  R.  7576,  the  atomic  energy  authorization  bill, 
p.  11135 


8.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.  /July  10.  p.  11143 

SENATE  -  July  7 


9.  WHEAT.  Passed /Without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  116,  to  extend  the  date  for  holding 
the  referendum  with  respect  to  the  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  for  the 
marketing  jrear  beginning  July  1,  1962,  from  July  25  to  August  26,  1961.  Tnis 
measure  h&d  been  reported  earlier  in  the  day  by  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  (S.  Rept.  502) .  p.  11151 


10.  FARM 
Co 


OGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
ittee  "continued  its  executive  consideration  of  S.  1643,  proposed  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961,  and  agreed  to  remove  soybeans  from  those  cctfunc dities 
eligible  for  marketing  orders,  and  further  agreed  that  cottonseed,  flaxseed, 
and  honey  would  not  be  included  among  such  eligible  commodities."  p.\Dfjd 
Sen.  Keating  expressed  opposition  to  the  proposed  farm  bill  and  staged 
that  he  was  "hopeful  that  the  relevant  committees  of  both  the  Senate  anc‘ 
House  will  turn  thumbs  down  on  the  omnibus  farm  bill."  p.  11168 

Sens.  Dirksen  and  Goldwater  criticized  present  farm  policies  and  Sen. 
Goldwater  stated  that  one  cotton  producer  in  Ariz.  recently  made  a  quarter 
a  million  dollars,  partly  from  payments  under  the  soil  bank  for  not  planting 
cotton,  p.  11169 
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July  6,  1961. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Blatnik,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  6441] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6441)  to 
amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more 
effective  program  of  water  pollution  control,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend 
to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  text  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

That  (a)  the  last  sentence  oj  section  1  (a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  (88  U.S.C.  466(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “To  this 
end,  the  Secretary  oj  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  ( hereinafter  in  this 
Act  called  the  ‘ Secretary ’)  shall  administer  this  Act.” 

(b)  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8 (c)  (8) ,  and  the  first  sentence  of 
section  10(a),  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  “Surgeon 
General ”  and  “Surgeon  General’s ”  wherever  they  appear  therein  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “  Secretary”  and  “  Secretary’ s” ,  respectively . 

(c)  Sections  4(a)  and  7(c)  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking 
out  “Public  Health  Service ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “ Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare” . 

(d)  Sections  7(a)(2)(B)  and  10(b)  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by 
striking  out  “Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “  Secretary” . 

(e)  Section  10(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  second 
and  third  sentences  thereof. 
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Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  “(a)”  after  “Sec.  2.”  and  by  inserting  at  the  end 
of  such  section  the  following: 

“(b)(1)  In  the  survey  or  planning  of  any  reservoir  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers ,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or  other  Federal  agency,  considera¬ 
tion  shall  be  given  to  inclusion  of  storage  for  regulation  of  sir eamfiow  for 
the  purpose  of  water  quality  control,  except  that  any  such  storage  and 
water  releases  shall  not  be  provided  as  a  substitute  for  adequate  treat¬ 
ment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  waste  at  the  source. 

“(2)  The  need  for  and  the  value  of  storage  for  this  purpose  shall  be 
determined  by  these  agencies,  with  the  advice  of  the  Secretary,  and  his 
views  on  these  matters  shall  be  set  forth  in  any  report  or  presentation  to 
the  Congress  proposing  authorization  or  construction  of  any  reservoir 
including  such  storage. 

“(3)  The  value  of  such  storage  shall  be  taken  into  account  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  economic  value  of  the  entire  project  of  which  it  is  a  part,  and 
costs  shall  be  allocated  to  the  purpose  of  water  quality  control  in  a  manner 
which  will  insure  that  all  project  purposes  share  equitably  in  the  benefits 
of  multiple-purpose  construction. 

“(4)  Costs  of  water  quality  control  features  incorporated  in  any  Federal 
reservoir  or  other  impoundment  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be 
determined  and  the  beneficiaries  identified  and  if  the  benefits  are  wide¬ 
spread  or  national  in  scope,  the  costs  of  such  features  shall  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  proviso  in  paragraph  (4)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
4  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “Provided,  That  the  Secretary  shall  report  annually  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  committees  of  Congress  on  his  operations  under  this  paragraph;” . 

(b)  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

“(d)(1)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section  the  Secretary 
shall  develop  and  demonstrate  under  varied  conditions  (including  con¬ 
ducting  such  basic  and  applied  research,  studies,  and  experiments  as 
may  be  necessary): 

“(A)  Practicable  means  of  treating  municipal  sewage  and  other 
waterborne  wastes  to  remove  the  maximum  possible  amounts  of 
physical,  chemical,  and  biological  pollutants  in  order  to  restore  and 
maintain  the  maximum  amount  of  the  Nation’s  water  at  a  quality 
suitable  for  repeated  reuse; 

“(B)  Improved  methods  and  procedures  to  identify  and  measure 
the  effects  of  pollutants  on  water  uses,  including  those  pollutants 
created  by  new  technological  developments ;  and 

“(C)  Methods  and  procedures  for  evaluating  the  effects  on  water 
quality  and  water  uses  of  augmented  streamflows  to  control  water 
pollution  not  susceptible  to  other  means  of  abatement. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  there  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  not  more  than  $5,000,000  for  any  fiscal  year,  and  the  total 
sum  appropriated  for  such  purposes  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  shall  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  field  labora¬ 
tory  and  research  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  one  to  be  located 
in  the  northeastern  area  of  the  United  States,  one  in  the  Middle  Atlantic 
area,  one  in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the  midwestern  area,  one  in  the 
southwestern  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one  in  the  State  of 
Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of  research,  investigations,  experiments,  field 
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demonstrations  and  studies,  and  training  relating  to  the  prevention  and 
control  oj  water  pollution.  Insofar  as  practicable,  each  such  facility  shall 
be  located  near  institutions  of  higher  learning  in  which  graduate  training 
in  such  research  might  be  carried  out. 

“(f)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  research  and  technical  development 
work,  and  make  studies,  with  respect  to  the  guality  of  the  waters  of  the 
Great  Lakes,  including  an  analysis  of  the  present  and  projected  future 
water  guality  of  the  Great  Lakes  under  varying  conditions  of  waste 
treatment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  of  the  water  guality  needs  of  those 
to  be  served  by  such  waters,  an  evaluation  of  municipal,  industrial,  and 
vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal  practices  with  respect  to  such  waters, 
and  a  study  of  alternate  means  of  solving  water  pollution  problems  ( in¬ 
cluding  additional  waste  treatment  measures)  with  respect  to  such  waters.” 

Sec.  4-  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  following  “ June  30, 
1961,  $ 3,000,000 ”  the  following:  “,  and  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 
to  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  $5 ,000,000” . 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (4)  thereof, 
by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (5)  thereof  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following :  “ ;  and” ,  and  by  adding  after  such  paragraph 
(5)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“(6)  sets  forth  the  criteria  used  by  the  State  in  determining 
priority  of  projects  as  provided  in  section  6(b)(4).” 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  take 
effect  July  1,  1961. 

(d)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  take 
effect  July  1,  1962. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Clause  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  6  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(2)  except 
as  otherwise  provided  in  this  clause,  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any 
project  in  an  amount  exceeding  30  per  centum  of  the  estimated  reasonable 
cost  thereof  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  or  in  an  amount  exceeding 
$600,000,  whichever  is  the  smaller:  Provided,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to 
pay  the  remaining  cost:  Provided  further ,  That,  in  the  case  of  a  project 
which  will  serve  more  than  one  municipality  (A )  the  Secretary  shall,  on 
such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  reasonable  and  eguitable,  allocate  to 
each  municipality  to  be  served  by  such  project  its  share  of  the  estimated 
reasonable  cost  of  such  project,  and  shall  then  apply  the  limitations 
provided  in  this  clause  (2)  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a  separate 
project  to  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant  which  could  be 
made  under  this  section  with  respect  to  each  such  share,  and  the  total  of 
all  the  amounts  so  determined  or  $2 ,400 ,000 ,  whichever  is  the  smaller, 
shall  be  the  maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which  may  be  made  under 
this  section  on  account  of  such  project,  and  (B)  for  the  purpose  of  the 
limitation  in  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (d),  the  share  of  each  munic¬ 
ipality  so  determined  shall  be  regarded  as  a  grant  for  the  construction  of 
treatment  works;” . 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  6  is  f  urther  amended  by  striking  out 
“and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (3)  and  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  clause  (4):  “  ;  and  (5)  no  grant  shall  be  made  under  this  section  for 
any  project  in  any  State  in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000  until  a  grant 
has  been  made  thereunder  for  each  project  in  such  State  (A)  for  which  an 
application  was  filed  with  the  appropriate  State  water  pollution  control 
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agency  prior  to  one  year  after  the  date  oj  enactment  oj  this  clause  and 
(B)  which  the  Secretary  determines  met  the  requirements  of  this  section 
and  regulations  thereunder  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  date  oj  enactment  oj 
this  clause”. 

( c )  The  third  sentence  oj  subsection  (c)  oj  such  section  6  is  amended 
to  read  as  jollows:  “Sums  allotted  to  a  State  under  the  preceding  sentence 
which  are  not  obligated  within  six  months  j oil  owing  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  jor  which  they  were  allotted  because  oj  a  lack  of  projects  which  have 
been  approved  by  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  under  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)(1)  oj  this  section  and  certified  as  entitled  to  priority  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  (4)  oj  this  section,  shall  be  reallotted  by  the  Secretary,  on  such 
basis  as  he  determines  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  and  in  accordance 
with  regulations  promulgated  by  him,  to  States  having  projects  approved 
under  this  section  jor  which  grants  have  not  been  made  because  o  f  lack  oj 
junds:  Provided,  however,  That  whenever  a  State  has  funds  subject  to 
reallocation  and  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  need  jor  a  project  in  a  com¬ 
munity  in  such  State  is  due  in  part  to  any  Federal  institution  or  Federal 
construction  activity,  he  may,  prior  to  such  reallocation ,  make  an  addi¬ 
tional  grant  with  respect  to  such  project  which  will  in  his  judgment 
reflect  an  equitable  contribution  jor  the  need  caused  by  such  Federal 
institution  or  activity.  Any  sum  made  available  to  a  State  by  reallot¬ 
ment  under  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  junds  other¬ 
wise  allotted  to  such  State  under  this  Act.  The  allotments  o  f  a  State  under 
the  second  and  third  sentences  oj  this  subsection  shall  be  available,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  jor  payments  with  respect 
to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under  this  section.” 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  6  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal 

year  through  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1961 ,  the  sum 
of  $50 ,000 ,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  purpose  of  making  grants  under 
this  section.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated ,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  grants  under  this  section,  $80,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  SO,  1962,  $90,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
80,  1963,  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
$100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  $100,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967.  Sums  so  appropriated  shall  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided,  That  at  least  50  per  centum  of  the  funds  so 
appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  used  for  grants  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  treatment  works  servicing  municipalities  of  125,000  popula¬ 
tion  or  under.” 

(e)  Section  6  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“(f)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to 
insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or  sub¬ 
contractors  on  projects  for  which  grants  are  made  under  this  section  shall 
be  paid  wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  for  the  same  type  of 
work  on  similar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931,  as 
amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  (46  Stat.  1494,'  40  U.S.C., 
secs.  276a  through  276a-5).” 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  first  sentence  oj  subsection  (a)(1)  oj  section  7  oj  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  jollows: 
“  There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Department  oj  Health,  Education,  and 
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Welfare,  a  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board,  composed  of  the 
Secretary  or  his  designee,  who  shall  be  chairman,  and  nine  members 
appointed  by  the  President,  none  of  whom  shall  be  Federal  officers  or 
employees.” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)(2)(A)  of  such  section  7  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof :  “,  and  (Hi) 
the  term  of  any  member  under  the  preceding  provisions  shall  be  extended 
until  the  date  on  which  his  successor’s  appointment  is  effective”. 

(c)  Members  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board  (estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  section  7(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  as  in  effect  prior  to  enactment  of  this  Act)  serving  immediately  before 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  members  of  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Advisory  Board,  established  by  the  amendment  made  by  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  until  the  expiration  of  the  terms  of  office  for  which 
they  were  appointed. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“enforcement  measures  against  pollution  of  interstate  or 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  interstate  or  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  the  matter  causing  or  contributing 
to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into  such  waters  or  reaches  such 
waters  after  discharge  into  a  tributary  of  such  waters),  which  endangers 
the  health  or  welfare  of  any  persons,  shall  be  subject  to  abatement  as 
provided  in  this  Act.” 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  8  is  amended  by  striking  out  “inter¬ 
state  waters”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “interstate  or  navigable 
waters”. 

(c)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section  8  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(c)  (1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any  State  or  a  State 
water  pollution  control  agency,  or  (with  the  concurrence  of  the  Governor 
and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  for  the  State  in  which  the 
municipality  is  situated)  the  governing  body  of  any  municipality,  the 
Secretary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  waters  which  is  en¬ 
dangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in 
which  the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollu¬ 
tion)  originates,  gives  formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where 
such  discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall  call  promptly  a  confer¬ 
ence  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States,  if  any,  which 
may  be  adversely  affected  by  such  pollution.  Whenever  requested  by  the 
Governor  of  any  State,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to  pollu¬ 
tion  of  interstate  or  navigable  waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or 
welfare  of  persons  only  in  the  requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or 
discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originate,  give 
formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  in¬ 
terstate  agency,  if  any,  of  such  State  and  shall  promptly  cadi  a  conference 
of  such  agency  or  agencies,  unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  the 
effect  of  such  pollution  on  the  legitimate  uses  of  the  waters  is  not  of  suffi¬ 
cient  significance  to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction  under  this 
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section.  The  Secretary  shall  also  call  such  a  conjerence  whenever,  on  the 
basis  oj  reports,  sui'veys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  any 
pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and  endangering  the  health  or  wel¬ 
fare  oj  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  originate  is  occurring .” 

(d)  Paragraph  (3)  (A)  oj  subsection  (c)  oj  such  section  8  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “interstate”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “ interstate  or 
navigable” . 

(e)  Subsections  (d),  (e),  and  (j)  oj  such  section  8  are  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

'“(d)  Ij  the  Secretary  believes,  upon  the  conclusion  oj  the  conjerence  or 
thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward  abatement  oj  such  pollution  is  not 
being' made  and  that  the  health  or  weljare  of  any  persons  is  being  en¬ 
dangered,  he  shall  recommend  to  the  appropriate  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  that  it  take  necessary  remedial  action.  The  Secretary  shall 
allow  at  least  six  months  jrom  the  date  he  makes  such  recommendations 
for  the  taking  oj  such  recommended  action. 

( e )  Ij,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  period  so  allowed,  such  remedial  action 
has  not  been  taken  or  action  which  in  the  judgment  oj  the  Secretary  is 
reasonably  calculated  to  secure  abatement  oj  such  pollution  has  not  been 
taken,  the  Secretary  shall  call  a  public  hearing,  to  be  held  in  or  near  one 
or  more  oj  the  places  where  the  discharge  or  discharges  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution  originated,  before  a  Hearing  Board  oj  jive  or 
more  persons  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  Each  State  in  which  any 
discharge  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution  originates  and  each 
State  claiming  to  be  adversely  ajjected  by  such  pollution  shall  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  select  one  member  oj  the  Hearing  Board,  and  at  least  one 
member  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Department  oj  Commerce,  and  not 
less  than  a  majority  oj  the  Hearing  Board  shall  be  persons  other  than 
officers  or  employees  oj  the  Department  oj  Health,  Education,  a  nd  Weljare. 
At  least  three  weeks'  prior  notice  oj  such  hearing  shall  be  given .  to  the 
State  water  pollution  control  agencies  and  interstate  agencies,  ij  any, 
called  to  attend  the  ajoresaid  hearing  and  the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters. 
On  the  basis  oj  the  evidence  presented  at  such  hearing,  the  Hearing  Board 
shall  make  jindings  as  to  whether  pollution  rejerred  to  in  subsection  (a) 
is  occurring  and  whether  effective  progress  toward  abatement  thereof  is 
being  made.  If  the  Hearing  Board  finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and 
effective  progress  toward  abatement  thereof  is  not  being  made  it  shall  make 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  concerning  the  measures,  ij  any,  which 
it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  secure  abatement  oj  such  pollu¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  shall  send  such  findings  and  recommendations  to 
the  person  or  persons  discharging,  any  matter  causing  or  contributing  to 
such  pollution,  together  with  a  notice  specijying  a  reasonable  time  (not  less 
than  six  months )  to  secure  abatement  oj  such  pollution,  and  shall  also  send 
such  findings  and  recommendations  and  such  notice  to  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  and  to  the  interstate  agency,  ij  any,  of  the  State 
or  States  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate. 

“  (/)  ff  action  reasonably  calculated  to  secure  abatement  of  the  pollu¬ 
tion  within  the  time  specified  in  the  notice  following  the  public  hearing  is 
not  taken,  the  Secretary — 

“  (1)  in  the  case  of  pollution  of  waters  which  is  endangering  the 
health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which,  the 
discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such,  pollution) 
originate,  may  request  the  Attorney  General  to  bring  a  suit  on  behalf 
of  the  United  States  to  secure  abatement  of  pollution,  and 
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“  (2)  in  the  case  of  pollution  of  waters  which  is  endangering  the 
health  or  welfare  of  persons  only  in  the.  State  in  which  the  discharge 
or  discharges  ( causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originate, 
may,  with  the  written  consent  of  the  Governor  of  such  State,  request 
the  Attorney  General  to  bring  a  suit  on  behalf  of  the  United  States 
to  secure  abatement  of  the  pollution.” 

(j)  Subsection  (h)  oj  such  section  8  is  amended'  to  read  as  follows: 

“(h)  Members  oj  any  Hearing  Board  appointed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(e)  who  are  not  regular  full-time  officers  or  employees  oj  the  United  States 
shall,  while  participating  in  the  hearing  conducted  by  such  Board  or 
otherwise  engaged  on  the  work  oj  such  Board,  be  entitled  to  receive  com¬ 
pensation  at  a  rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per 
diem,  including  travel  time,  and  while  away  from  their  homes  or  regular 
places  oj  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  oj  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  jor 
persons  in  the  Government  service  employed  intermittently. 

“( i )  As  used  in  this  section  the  term — - 

“(1)  ‘person’  includes  an  individual,  corporation,  partnership , 
association,  State,  municipality,  and  political  subdivision  oj  a  State, 
and 

“(2)  ‘ municipality ’  means  a  city,  town,  borough,  county,  parish, 
district,  or  other  public  body  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law.” 
Sec.  8.  Section  9  oj  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereoj  the  following  new  sentences:  “In 
his  summary  oj  any  conjerence  pursuant  to  section  8(c)(3)  oj  this  Act, 
the  Secretary  shall  include  rejerences  to  any  discharges  allegedly  con¬ 
tributing  to  pollution  from  any  Federal  property.  Notice  oj  any  hearing 
pursuant  to  section  8(e)  involving  any  pollution  alleged  to  be  effected  by 
any  such  discharges  shall  also  be  given  to  the  Federal  agency  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  property  involved  and  the  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  oj  the  Hearing  Board  conducting  such  hearing  shall  also  include 
rejerences  to  any  such  discharges  which  are  contributing  to  the  pollution 
jound  by  such  Hearing  Board.” 

Sec.  9.  Section  11  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereoj  the  following: 

“(d)  The  term  ‘State’  means  a  State,  the  District  oj  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  oj  Puerto  Pico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

“(e)  The  term  ‘interstate  waters’  means  all  rivers,  lakes,  and  other 
waters  that  jlow  across  or  form  a  part  oj  State  boundaries,  including 
coastal  waters.” 

Sec.  10.  Section  301(b)  ol  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat. 
319),  is  amended  by  striking  out  all  beginning  with  “Provided,”  in  the 
first  proviso  to  the  colon  at  the  end  of  the  second  proviso  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  construction 
or  modification  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
determined  on  the  basis  that  all  authorized  purposes  served  by  the  project 
shall  share  equitably  in  the  benejits  of  multiple  purpose  construction,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
as  the  case  may  be:  Provided  further,  That  before  construction  or  modifi¬ 
cation  of  any  project  including  water  supply  provisions  for  present  de¬ 
mand  is  initiated ,  State  or  local  interests  shall  agree  to  pay  for  the  cost  of 
such  provisions  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section:  And 
provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated 
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cost  of  any  project  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated  future  demands  where 
State  or  local  interests  give  reasonable  assurances,  and  there  is  reasonable 
evidence,  that  such  demands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made 
within  a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  paying  out  the  costs  allocated 
to  water  supply  within  the  life  of  the  project”. 

Sec.  11.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  11  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961”. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Frank  Smith, 

Robert  Jones, 

John  F.  Baldwin, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

Robert  Kerr, 

Pat  McNamara, 

Jennings  Randolph, 
Francis  Case, 

Hugh  Scott, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  6441)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accom¬ 
panying  conference  report. 

The  Senate  amendment  strikes  out  all  of  the  House  bill  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The  House  recedes  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  with  an  amendment 
which  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment.  The  major  differences  between  the  House  bill  and  the  sub¬ 
stitute  agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted  in  the  following  statement. 

First  section 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (b)  of  the  first  section  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  strike  out  the  specific  refer¬ 
ence  to  boundary  waters  of  States  and  added  a  clause  stating  that 
nothing  in  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  should  be  con¬ 
strued  as  impairing  or  affecting  the  power  authority  and  jurisdiction 
of  the  States  to  enforce  State  water  pollution  control  laws  and 
regulations. 

The  conference  substitute  does  not  make  these  amendments  to 
existing  law. 

Section  2 

The  Senate  amendment  amended  section  2  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  to  add  a  new  subsection  (b)  which  would 
grant  authority  to  Federal  agencies  to  include  capacity  in  reservoirs 
for  water  quality  control.  This  capacity  is  not  to  be  a  substitute 
for  adequate  treatment  of  sewage.  A  determination  would  be  made 
of  the  benefits  of  such  capacity  and  an  appropriate  share  of  the  cost 
allocated  to  this  purpose.  Beneficiaries  would  be  determined  and  if 
the  benefits  are  widespread  or  national  in  scope,  the  costs  of  such 
capacity  would  be  nonreimbursable. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  such  a  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 

Section  8(a) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  4(a)(4)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  to  remove  the  limitation  that  not  more  than  $100,000 
could  be  used  to  establish  and  maintain  research  fellowships. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  remove  this  limitation. 

The  conference  substitute  would  remove  this  dollar  limitation  but 
would  require  an  annual  report  by  the  Secretary  to  the  appropriate 
committees  of  Congress  on  his  operations  under  that  provision  of  law. 

9 


10  FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

Section  3(b) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  subsection  (d)  to  section  4  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  This  new  subsection  would 
require  the  development  and  demonstration  by  the  Secretary  of 
(1)  practicable  means  of  treating  sewage  and  other  wastes  to  remove 
the  maximum  amounts  of  pollutants  in  order  to  maintain  the  Nation’s 
water  at  a  quality  suitable  for  repeated  reuse,  (2)  improved  methods  of 
identifying  and  measuring  pollutants,  and  (3)  methods  for  evaluating 
the  effects  of  augmented  streamflows  to  control  pollution  not  other¬ 
wise  susceptible  to  abatement.  An  authorization  for  these  purposes  of 
not  to  exceed  $5  million  per  fiscal  year  with  a  total  limitation  of  $25 
million  is  also  provided  by  the  amendment. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  is  identical  to  the  Senate  amendment. 

Section  4 

The  House  bill  increased  grants  to  States  and  interstate  water 
pollution  control  agencies  for  the  operation  of  their  programs  beginning 
with  the  fiscal  year  1962  from  $3  million  to  $5  million  and  extended  the 
authorization  through  June  30,  1971.  It  also  amended  the  law  to 
require  that  State  plans  must  contain  the  criteria  used  by  the  State 
in  determining  the  priority  of  projects. 

The  Senate  amendment  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill  with  respect 
to  increasing  the  authorization  from  $3  million  to  $5  million  except 
that  the  authorization  is  extended  only  through  June  30,  1966.  The 
Senate  amendment  did  not  require  the  State  plan  to  contain  the 
criteria  used  in  determining  priority. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill  except  that 
the  increased  authorization  to  $5  million  is  extended  only  through 
June  30,  1968,  and  the  States  are  given  until  July  1,  1962,  to  conform 
with  the  requirement  that  their  plans  set  forth  the  criteria  used  in 
determining  priority  of  projects. 

Section  5 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (b)  of  section  6  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  that  no  construction  grant 
shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an  amount  exceeding  whichever  of 
the  following  is  smaller  (1)  $800,000,  or  (2)  the  total  of  30  percent  of 
the  first  $1  million  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  project  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  plus  15  percent  of  the  next  $2  million  of  such  cost, 
plus  10  percent  of  the  remainder  of  such  cost. 

The  Senate  bill  amended  the  same  provision  of  law  as  the  House 
bill  to  provide  that  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project  in  an 
amount  exceeding  30  percent  of  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  thereof, 
or  in  an  amount  exceeding  $500,000,  whichever  is  smaller. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment 
with  exception  that  the  amount  of  $500,000  is  increased  to  $600,000. 

Section  5  ( b ) 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (b)  of  section  6  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  no  grant  should  be  made 
for  any  project  under  that  section  in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000 
until  a  grant  had  been  made  for  each  project  (1)  for  which  an  applica¬ 
tion  was  filed  with  the  appropriate  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  amendment  and  (2)  which 
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meets  the  requirements  of  the  section  and  regulations  thereunder  as 
in  effect  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill  with  the 
exception  that  the  priority  given  by  this  amendment  has  been  ex¬ 
tended  to  all  those  smaller  projects  for  which  applications  are  filed 
before  1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  amendment. 

Section  5  (c) 

The  House  bill  amends  subsection  (c)  of  section  6  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  that  if  an  allotment  to  a 
State  is  not  obligated  within  6  months  after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  it  was  made  because  of  a  lack  of  approved  projects  then  the 
Secretary  can  reallocate  those  unobligated  amounts  on  a  reasonable 
and  equitable  basis.  These  reallocated  amounts  are  to  be  available 
for  projects  approved  for  grants  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  fol¬ 
lowing  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  original  allotment  was  made. 

The  Senate  amendment  provides  for  the  reallocation  of  sums  allotted 
to  a  State  not  obligated  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  following  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  they  were  allotted  because  of  a  lack  of  approved 
projects.  The  reallocation  shall  be  to  those  States  having  approved 
projects  for  which  grants  have  not  been  made  because  of  a  lack  of 
funds,  with  the  exception  that  whenever  the  Surgeon  General  finds 
that  the  need  for  a  project  in  a  community  in  the  State  is  due  in  part 
to  a  Federal  institution  or  Federal  construction  activity,  lie  may, 
before  making  any  reallotment,  make  an  additional  allocation  to  the 
project  which  will  reflect  an  equitable  contribution  for  the  need 
caused  by  the  Federal  institution  or  activity. 

The  conference  substitute  is  essentially  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment  with  the  exception  that  the  States  are  given  18  months 
to  obligate  their  allotment  as  provided  in  the  House  bill,  .rather  than 
24  months  as  provided  in  the  Senate  amendment.  In  addition,  the 
conference  substitute  makes  it  clear  that  an  additional  grant  may  be 
made  to  a  project  in  a  State  by  the  Secretary  because  of  a  Federal 
institution  or  activity  in  that  State  only  from  funds  allotted  to  that 
State  which  are  subject  to  reallotment  because  of  a  lack  of  approved 
projects  in  that  State. 

Section  5(d) 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (d)  of  section  6  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  increase  the  amount  authorized  for 
grants  under  that  section  from  $50  to  $100  million  per  fiscal  year. 
The  aggregate  authorization  of  such  sums  is  also  increased  from  500 
million  to  1  billion. 

The  Senate  amendment  amended  the  subsection  to  provide  an 
authorization  of  $70  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1962,  $80  million  for 
the  fiscal  year  1963,  $90  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  $100  million 
for  the  fiscal  year  1965,  and  $100  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1966.  In 
addition  the  Senate  amendment  repealed  the  restriction  in  existing 
law  that  at  least  50  percent  of  funds  appropriated  must  be  granted 
for  treatment  works  servicing  municipalities  of  125,000  population 
or  less. 

The  conference  substitute  provides  authorization  of  $80  million  for 
the  fiscal  year  1962,  $90  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1963,  and  $100 
million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964  through  and  including  1967. 
In  addition  the  conference  substitute  retains  the  restriction  requiring 
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least  half  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  projects  in  cities 
ot  12o, 000  population  or  less  which  was  repealed  by  the  Senate 
amendment. 

Section  6(c) 

„  TJe  H°use  bill  amends  section  7(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  to  establish  in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
\V  elfare  a  \\  ater  I  ollution  Control  Advisory  Board  composed  of  the 
Secretary  or  his  designee,  as  Chairman,  and  nine  members  appointed 
by  the  President,  none  of  whom  shall  be  Federal  officers  or  employees. 

the  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill  except  that 
it  is  made  clear  that  the  members  of  the  existing  Advisory  Board  shall 
be  members  of  the  newly  created  Board  until  the  expiration  of  the 
terms  of  office  to  which  they  were  appointed. 

Section  7  (a),  (b),  and  (d) 

The  House  bill  provided  that  pollution  of  navigable  waters  would 
be  subject  to  abatement  under  the  act. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  that  interstate  or  navigable 
waters  shall  be  subject  to  abatement  under  the  act. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 
Section  7(c) 

I  he  House  bill  provides  that  a  conference  initiating  Federal  en¬ 
forcement  procedures,  must  be  called  on  the  request  of  (1)  the 
Governor,  (2)  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or  (3)  with 
t  le  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  the 
governing  body  of  any  municipality,  whenever  the  pollution  endangers 
the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  m  a  State  other  than  that  in  which 
the  discharge  originates  (hereafter  referred  to  as  “interstate  pollu¬ 
tion  ).  he  Secretary  on  his  own  initiative  may  call  such  a  con¬ 
ference  when  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  such  interstate  pollution 
is  occurring.  Such  a  conference  must  be  called  whenever  requested 
by  the  Governor,  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  or  with 
the  concurrence  of  such  agency,  the  governing  body  of  airy  munici¬ 
pality  when  pollution  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons 
only  m  the  State  requesting  the  conference  (hereafter  referred  to  as 
intrastate  pol  ution”),  unless  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
ettect  of  the  pollution  is  not  significant  enough  to  warrant  the  exercise 
ot  I  ederal  jurisdiction. 

The  Senate  amendment  differs  from  the  House  bill  in  that  a  con- 
terence  could  be  called  because  of  interstate  pollution  on  request  of 
the  Governor  of  the  State  or  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency 
and  could  be  called  because  of  intrastate  pollution  only  upon  the 
request  of  the  Governor  of  a  State. 

The,  conference  substitute  provides  that  a  conference  could  be 
called  m  the  case  of  interstate  pollution  upon  the  request  of  the 
Governor,  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or,  with  the  con- 
cun  ence  of  both  the  Governor  and  the  State  agencv,  the  governing 
body  of  any  municipality.  The  Secretary  may  call  such  a  conference 
on  Ins  own  initiative  in  the  case  of  interstate  pollution.  The  con¬ 
ference  substitute  provides  in  the  case  of  intrastate  pollution  that  a 
conference  may  be  called  only  when  requested  by  the  Governor  of  the 
'  „  e, .  ere  the  pollution  is  occurring.  In  cases  involving  intrastate 
pollution  the  Secretary  may  refuse  to  exercise  Federal  jurisdiction  if 
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in  his  judgment  the  pollution  is  not  of  sufficient  significance  to  warrant 
so  doing. 

Section  7(e) 

The  House  bill  amends  subsection  (e)  of  section  8  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  that  the  board  which  under 
present  law  conducts  the  public  hearing  to  make  findings  whether 
pollution  is  occurring  and  whether  effective  progress  toward  abatement 
is  being  made  shall  be  formally  known  as  a  hearing  board.  The  House 
bill  further  amends  section  8(e)  of  existing  law  to  provide  that  findings 
and  recommendations  of  the  hearing  board  shall  be  those  of  the 
Secretary  except  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  believes  other  findings 
or  recommendations  are  warranted.  The  House  bill  also  authorizes 
the  Secretary"  to  make  an  order  requiring  the  abatement  of  pollution, 
which  order  shall  become  final  60  days  after  its  issuance  unless  an 
appeal  is  taken. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  no  changes  in  the  existing  law. 

The  only  change  in  existing  law  which  the  conference  substitute 
would  make  would  be  to  formally  designate  the  board  holding  the 
public  hearing  as  a  hearing  board. 

Section  7(e) 

The  House  bill  amends  subsection  (f)  of  section  8  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  a  detailed  method  for  appeal¬ 
ing  an  order  of  the  Secretary  issued  under  subsection  (e)  of  section  S 
as  proposed  to  be  amended  by  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  no  change  in  existing  law. 

The  conference  substitute  provides  that  if  pollution  is  not  abated 
within  the  time  specified  in  the  notice  following  the  public  bearing 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  may  request  the 
Attorney  General  to  bring  a  suit  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  to 
secure  abatement  in  the  case  of  interstate  pollution;  however,  in  the 
case  of  intrastate  pollution  he  may  request  the  institution  of  such  a 
suit  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  only  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  Governor  of  the  State. 

Section  7(e) 

The  House  bill  amends  subsections  (g)  and  (h)  of  section  S  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  with  respect  to  orders  issued  by  the  Secretary  under 
subsection  (e)  of  such  section  8  as  proposed  to  be  amended  by  the 
House  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  no  changes  in  the  existing  law. 

The  conference  substitute  makes  no  changes  in  the  existing  law  in 
this  respect  since  the  conference  substitute  does  not  provide  authority 
for  the  Secretary  to  issue  orders  as  was  the  case  in  the  House  bill. 

Section  10 

The  Senate  amendment  amends  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958. 
The  House  bill  contained  no  such  amendment.  The  present  Water 
Supply  Act  of  1958  provides  authority  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  include  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  capacity  in  reservoirs  under  their  jurisdiction.  The 
present  law  provides  that  not  to  exceed  30  percent  of  the  total  cost 
of  any  project  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated  future  demands  if 
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State  or  local  interests  give  reasonable  assurances  that  they  will 
contract  for  the  use  of  storage  for  anticipated  future  demands  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  paying  out  the  cost  allocated  to 
water  supply  within  the  life  of  the  project.  The  Senate  amendment 
will  permit  the  Federal  agency  concerned  to  make  its  own  determina¬ 
tion  of  future  water  supply  needs  and,  on  the  basis  of  such  determina¬ 
tion,  to  include  capacity  in  a  project  without  definite  contractual 
commitments  from  State  or  local  interests. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  provisions  of  the  Senate 
amendment. 

Title 

The  Senate  amended  the  title  of  the  bill  to  more  nearly  reflect  the 
amendments  made  by  the  Senate. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  title  of  the  bill  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Frank  Smith, 

Robert  Jones, 

John  F.  Baldwin, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  bill  to  continue  authority  for  emergency  livestock  loans. 
House  received  President's  proposed  water  resources  bill.  Senate  committee  voted 
to  report  bill  to  establish  wilderness  preservation  system. 


HOUSE 

1.  LOANS.  Passed  without/amendment  S.  1710,  to  continue  the  authority  of  the  Secre* 
. tary  of  Agriculture  to  make  emergency  livestock  loans  until  December  31,  1961, 

and  to  continue  the"  authority  to  make  supplemental  advances  to  uorrowers  under 
the  program  untiy^ec*  31 »  1961.  This  Dill  will  now  L>e\jent  to  the  President, 
p.  11605 

2.  PEANUTS.  The/Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments  X.  R.  1021,  to  ex¬ 

tend  the  definition  of  "peanuts"  which  is  now  in  effect  under  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938  so  as  to  continue  the  exclusion  from  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quotas  any  peanuts  produced  and  marketed  for  consumption  as 
boiled/peanuts  (H.  Rept.  718) .  p.  11632 

&  WATEJt  RESOURCES.  Received  from  the  President  a  proposed  bill  "to  provide  for 
tt>e  optimum  development  of  the  Nation's  natural  resources  through  the  coordi¬ 
nated  planning  df  water  and  related  land  resources,  through  the  establishment 
of  a  Water  Resources  Council  and  river  basin  commissions,  and  by  providing  ^fi¬ 
nancial  assistance  to  the  States  in  order  to  increase  State  participation  in, 
such  planning";  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  p.  11632 


-  2  - 

4.  TARIFFS.  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  on  H.  R.  4591,  to  continue  the  sus 
sion  of  duties  on  metal  scrap.  The  amendment  provides  for  the  suspension 
duties  on  imported  borsemeat.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Preside 
>p.  11605-6 


5.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6441,  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective  program 
of  water  pollution  control,  pp.  11583-605 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  7576,  authorizing  Appropriations 

for  the  Atonic  Energy  Commission  for  1962.  This  bill  includes  authorizations 
for  reactor  development ,  biology  and  medicine,  and  the  cooperative  power  re¬ 
actor  demonstration  program,  pp.  11554-83 

7.  FARM  LABOR.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted  tcyfceport  with  amendment 

(but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  7812,  to  provide  jt or  the  registration  of 
contractors  of  migrant  agricultural  workers,  p.  D5( 

8.  COMMERCE;  TRANSPORTATIONS  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted 

to  report  with  amendmentXXbut  did  not  actually/report)  H.  R.  2429,  to  prohibit 
damage  to,  or  destruction  of,  any  shipment  of/freight  or  express  moving  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  p.  D566 

9.  PUBLIC  LANDS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Public  £ands  of  the  Interior  and  Insular 

Affairs  Committee  voted  to  reporit\to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  2925,  to  amend 
the  act  of  March  8,  1922,  to  permi\  ttye  sale  of  certain  isolated  tracts  of 
public  lands  in  Alaska.  p.D566 


10.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Pelly  discussed  U. 
naive  as  to  believe  that  agricultural  c< 
pp.  11606-7 


foreign  policy,  saying  "Are  we  so 
) dities  are  not  strategic  materials?" 


11.  FARM  POLICY.  Rep.  Battin  inserted  the  1961  pTh^form  of  the  Young  Republican 

Convention,  which  includes  a  plank  on  agriculture,  pp.  11612-4 

12.  MONEY  AND  CREDIT.  Rep.  ifulter  inserted  an  article\"History  of  Development  of 

Study  of  Money  and  Credit  Outlined,"  which  includes  a  statement  on  agricultural 
programs,  pp.  1161^31 

13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  the  following  legislative  program 

for  the  week  of/July  17:  Mon.,  the  following  bills  will  be  considered  under 
motions  to  suspend  the  rules,  H.  R.  7043,  to  extend  to  employees  subject  to  the 
Classificatidn  Act  of  1949  the  benefits  of  salary  increases  in  connection  with 
the  protection  of  basic  compensation  rates  from  the  effects  of  downgrading 
actions,  J.  Res.  435,  to  provide  for  recognition  of  the  centennial  of  the 
establishment  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  H.  J.  Res.  436,  tc\provide  for 
the  recognition  of  the  centennial  of  the  establishment  of  the  national  system 
of  land-grant  universities  and  colleges,  H.  R.  2555,  to  provide  for  allotment 
and  advancement  of  pay  with  respect  to  civilian  employees  of  the  U.  S?\in  cases 
of  emergency  evaucations  in  oversea  areas;  also  the  Consent  Calendar  wiH  be 
-ailed;  Tues.,  the  Private  Calendar  will  be  called,  p.  11587 


W, 


ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  July  17.  p.  11632 
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bines  and  grid  system  by  American 
laborers. 

\Mr.  Chairman,  since  that  time  a  bid 
has  been  considered — because  it  is  the 
lowxone — from  a  Swedish  firm  in  the 
Beavbr,  Ark. — White  River — Dam.  We 
are  beggaring  the  question,  ladies  and 
gentlemen.  The  gentleman’s  situation 
in  New  "/ark  will  not  be  helped  even  if 
we  do  spehd  the  $95  million  for  the 
public-powenboondoggle  at  the  Hanford 
engineering  works  in  Washington.  The 
trouble  is,  we  have  “killed  the  goose  that 
lays  the  golden  egg,”  between  the  falla¬ 
cious  foreign  policy,  wherein  the  State 
Department  and  its  qvmtas  or  tender  tar¬ 
iffs  imposed  in  the  interest  of  wooing 
foreign  favor  on  the  onexhand ;  and  high 
and  spiraling,  and  unrealistic  labor 
costs — as  compared  with  oversea  labor 
costs — on  the  other.  \ 

I  fear1  the  Syracuse  workers,  will  not 
have  additional  employment  under  such 
administration  policies.  \ 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
generation  of  power  a  proper  activity 
of  the  Federal  Government?  That  is  the 
basic  question  in  the  proposed  amend/ 
ment. 

National  defense  is  involved  only  by 
the  most  remote  line  of  argument.  I 
believe  it  is  against  the  public  interest 
that  Federal  Government  gain  this  sub¬ 
stantial  new  toehold  in  power  genera¬ 
tion.  This  Nation  has  achieved  most  of 
its  progress  through  private  enterprise. 
When  we  supplant  private  ownership 
with  public  ownership,  we  actually  en¬ 
danger  the  public  interest.  Government 
cannot  effectively  be  its  own  watchdog. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
believe  this  bill  has  been  thoroughly  de¬ 
bated.  I  want  to  compliment  all  who 
have  participated  on  their  good  humor, 
on  the  seriousness  of  their  arguments 
with  regard  to  this  matter.  I  doubt  if 
there  is  anything  I  can  say  that  would 
not  be  repetitious.  Therefore,  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Thomas!  at  this  time. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
talk  with  you  about  a  subject  that  I  have 
been  interested  in  since  the  Manhattan 
days.  The  House  has  displayed  good 
temper.  The  Members  have  heard  sonic 
conscientious  arguments  on  both  sides 
of  this  question.  I  do  not  want  to/get 
mixed  up  in  the  technicalities  of/it.  I 
do  not  want  to  engage  in  any  debate  on 
the  power  question,  as  we  call  it/  I  want 
to  talk  to  you  about  this  project  on  its 
individual  merits.  / 

It  is  very  seldom  that  ^disagree  with 
my  genial  and  able  friernr  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  I  see  quite  a  bit  of  him  every 
day  in  places  other  than  on  this  floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  talk  about  the 
dollars  and  cents'  in  this  proposition. 
Read  your  report/  I  am  not  the  expert, 
my  able  chairman  is  not  the  expert,  my 
lovable  friend/from  Pennsylvania  is  not 
the  expert  on  power.  You  have  a  regu¬ 
lar  agencwof  your  Government,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission,  who  is  our  gov-‘ 
ernmental  expert.  The  Federal  Power 
Commission  says,  “This  is  a  good,  sound 
proposition,  and  we  recognize  it.”  This 
is  A  byproduct.  If  there  has  been  any 
niistake  made — and  I  am  not  saying  that 
/here  has  been  a  mistake,  either — it  was 


when  you  built  the  big  plant  itself.  That 

is,  if  you  say  it  was  a  mistake,  and  I 
do  not  think  so.  It  is  in  existence.  Here 
it  is.  You  are  going  to  recover  $7  million 
a  year  from  your  investment. 

Let  us  say  the  investment  is  not  $95 
million,  but  $100  million,  and  let  us  do 
a  little  mental  arithmetic.  This  return 
is  $7  million  a  year.  They  say  it  will 
increase.  This  project  will  amortize  it¬ 
self  a  whole  lot  sooner  than  many  other 
projects  that  you  and  I  and  all  the  rest 
of  us  have  voted  for  many,  many  times. 
Are  we  going  to  throw  away  this  $7  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  just  because  it  is  power? 
We  cannot  be  that  foolish,  if  I  may  use 
that  word,  can  we? 

Look  what  the  Census  Bureau  says, 
and  in  my  judgment  that  is  a  great 
agency  in  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
They  say,  and  they  are  usually  right, 
that  barring  a  world  upheaval  this 
country  in  another  32  or  33  years  will 
have  not  the  175  million  people  we  have 
today  but  what?  Think  about  it  350 
million  people.  What  is  that  great 
Northwest  country  going  to  do  for  power? 
This  will  not  be  a  drop  in  the  bucket/ 

swill  it?  / 

\Sometimes  we  say  that  it  is  a  bad  prop¬ 
osition,  it  is  not  technically  correct/that 
thiswill  produce  800,000  kilowatts/  year 
whichv  are  not  needed.  But  thinfK  about 

it.  It  Neill  not  be  built  inside/of  4  or  5 
years.  This  is  a  sound  project.  I  am 
talking  about  the  dollars  and  cents  in¬ 
volved.  Who  on  this  floor  will  go  back 
to  his  people  next  week  and  say,  “I  threw 
away  an  opportunity  tar recover  for  years 
and  years  $7  mrflion/on  a  $100  million 
investment.”  \/ 

This  amendment  should  be  voted 
down,  and  I  respectfully  submit  it  to  the 
House  on  thatbasis.  \ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired.  All 
time  has  expired.  \ 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered/by  the  gentleman  fromXPennsyl- 
vania; [  Mr.  VanZandt].  \ 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noeX  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it.  \ 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  \I 
demand  tellers.  ' 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Van  Zandt 
and  Mr.  Holifield. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tell¬ 
ers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  176, 
noes  140. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
there  being  no  further  amendments,  the 
Committee  will  rise. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  [Mr.  Albert], 
having  assumed  the  Chair,  Mr.  Sisk, 
Chairman  of  the  Commitee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  re¬ 
ported  that  that  Committee  having  had 
under  consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  7576) 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  261  of  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Reso¬ 
lution  362,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  an  amendment  adopted 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule  the  previous  question  is  ordered; 
The  question  is  on  the  amendment/ 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to.  / 
The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  eng/ossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time  and  passed,  and  a  motion  )t o  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table.  / 


AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  WATER 
POLLUTION  CONTROL  ACT 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
6441)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more 
effective  program  of  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
i  man  from  Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  6, 
1961.) 

I  Mr.  BLATNIK  (interrupting  reading 
of  the  conference  report) .  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  be  dispensed 
I  with. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al- 
\  bert)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
j  of  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  trust  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  take  ample  time  to  explain  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  We  will  take  all  the 
i  time  that  is  necessary. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
i  myself  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
I  marks.) 

,  Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  which  is  before  the  House 
oni  H.R.  6441,  amending  the  Federal 
j  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  is  in  essence 
the  bill  which  overwhelmingly  passed  the 
House  several  weeks  ago  by  a  vote  of 
307  to  110.  As  a  result  of  the  conference 
[  there  were  certain  modifications  in  the 
bill  as  passed  the  House  which  I  will 
\  now  attempt  to  explain  to  you. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  a  number  of 
major  changes  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House.  In  addition,  certain  provisions 
agreed  to  in  the  other  body  and  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  House  bill  were  accepted  in 
conference.  For  instance,  the  bill  now 
contains  a  provision  on  water  quality 
control  which  provides  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or 
j  other  Federal  agency  shall  give  consid¬ 
eration  in  the  survey  or  planning  of  any 
;  reservoir  to  inclusion  of  storage  for 
streamflow  regulation  for  water  quality 
control  purposes,  except  that  such  stor¬ 
age  and  releases  shall  not  be  provided  as 
a  substitute  for  adequate  treatment  or 
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other  waste -controlling  methods  at  the 
source. 

Also  the  bill  contains  an  amendment 
to  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  which 
was  not  included  in  the  original  House 
version.  The  present  Water  Supply  Act 
of  1958  provides  authority  for  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  to  include  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  capacity  in  reservoirs  un¬ 
der  their  jurisdiction.  The  present  law 
provides  that  not  to  exceed  30  percent 
of  the  total  cost  of  any  project  may  be 
allocated  to  anticipated  future  demands 
if  State  or  local  interests  give  reasonable 
assurances  that  they  will  contract  for 
the  use  of  storage  for  anticipated  future 
demands  within  a  period  of  time  which 
will  permit  paying  out  the  cost  allocated 
to  water  supply  within  the  life  of  the 
project.  The  conference  report  will  per¬ 
mit  the  Federal  agency  concerned  to 
make  its  own  determination  of  future 
water  supply  needs  and,  on  the  basis  of 
such  determination,  to  include  capacity 
in  a  project  without  definite  contractual 
commitments’  from  State  or  local  in¬ 
terests. 

In  addition,  the  research  provisions 
of  the  House  bill  were  substantially 
strengthened  by  the  addition  of  a  new 
subsection  which  would  require  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  demonstration  by  the 
Secretary  of,  first,  practicable  means  of 
treating  sewage  and  other  wastes  to  re¬ 
move  the  maximum  amounts  of  pollu¬ 
tants  in  order  to  maintain  the  Nation’s 
water  at  a  quality  suitable  for  repeated 
reuse;  second,  improved  methods  of 
identifying  and  measuring  pollution; 
and,  third,  methods  for  evaluating  the 
effects  of  augmented  streamflows  to  con¬ 
trol  pollution  not  otherwise  susceptible 
to  abatement.  An  authorization  for 
these  purposes  of  not  to  exceed  $5  mil¬ 
lion  per  fiscal  year  with  a  total  limitation 
of  $25  million  is  also  provided  by  the 
amendment. 

These  were  three  additions  to  the  bill 
accepted  by  your  conferees. 

In  addition  to  these  new  provisions, 
your  conferees  agreed  to  certain  modifi¬ 
cations  in  the  House-passed  bill,  most 
important  of  which  were  reductions  in 
grants  for  sewage  treatment  plant  con¬ 
struction  and  changes  in  Federal  en¬ 
forcement  procedures.  With  regard  to 
construction  grants,  the  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  provides  authorization  of  $80 
million  for  the  fiscal  year  1962,  $90  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  fiscal  year  1963,  and  $100 
million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964 
through  and  including  1967.  This  total 
authorization  of  $570  million  represents 
a  decrease  of  $198  million  from  the 
House-passed  bill  and  an  increase  of  $130 
million  in  the  amount  originally  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate.  Also,  the  confer¬ 
ence  bill  increases  the  maximum  grant 
allowable  from  $250,000  to  $600,000, 
which  is  $200,000  less  than  originally  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  and  $100,000  more 
than  the  Senate  version. 

With  regard  to  enforcement,  the  House 
bill  provided  that  a  conference  initiat¬ 
ing  Federal  enforcement  procedures, 
must  be  called  on  the  request  of:  First, 
the  Governor;  second,  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency;  or  third,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  State  water  pol¬ 


lution  control  agency,  the  governing 
body  of  any  municipality,  whenever  the 
pollution  endangers  the  health  or  wel¬ 
fare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than 
that  in  which  the  discharge  originates. 
The  Secretary  on  his  own  initiative  may 
call  such  a  conference  when  he  has 
reason  to  believe  that  such  interstate 
pollution  is  occurring.  Such  a  confer¬ 
ence  must  be  called  whenever  requested 
by  the  Governor,  the  State  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  agency,  or,  with  the  con¬ 
currence  of  such  agency,  the  governing 
body  of  any  municipality  when  pollution 
is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of 
persons  only  in  the  State  requesting  the 
conference,  unless  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  effect  of  the  pollution  is 
not  significant  enough  to  warrant  the 
exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction. 

The  Senate  amendment  differed  from 
the  House  bill  in  that  a  conference  could 
be  called  because  of  interstate  pollution 
on  request  of  the  Governor  of  the  State 
or  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  and  could  be  called  because  of 
intrastate  pollution  only  upon  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Governor  of  a  State. 

The  conference  substitute  provides 
that  a  conference  could  be  called  in  the 
case  of  interstate  pollution  upon  the 
request  of  the  Governor,  the  State  water 
pollution  control  agency,  or,  with  the 
concurrence  of  both  the  Governor  and 
the  State  agency,  the  governing  body  of 
any  municipality.  The  Secretary  may 
call  such  a  conference  on  his  own  initi¬ 
ative  in  the  case  of  interstate  pollution. 
The  conference  substitute  provides  in 
the  case  of  intrastate  pollution  that  a 
conference  may  be  called  only  when 
requested  by  the  Governor  of  the  State 
where  the  pollution  is  occurring.  In 
cases  involving  intrastate  pollution  the 
Secretary  may  refuse  to  exercise  Federal 
jurisdiction  if  in  his  judgment  the  pollu¬ 
tion  is  not  of  sufficient  significance  to 
warrant  so  doing. 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection 
(e)  of  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  that  the 
board  which  under  present  law  conducts 
the  public  hearing  to  make  findings 
whether  pollution  is  occurring  and 
whether  effective  progress  toward  abate¬ 
ment  is  being  made  shall  be  formally 
known  as  a  hearing  board.  The  House 
bill  further  amended  section  8(e)  of 
existing  law  to  provide  that  findings  and 
recommendations  of  the  hearing  board 
shall  be  those  of  the  Secretary  except  to 
the  extent  the  Secretary  believes  other 
findings  or  recommendations  are  war¬ 
ranted.  The  House  bill  also  authorized 
the  Secretary  to  make  an  order  requir¬ 
ing  the  abatement  of  pollution,  which 
order  shall  become  final  60  days  after  its 
issuance  unless  an  appeal  is  taken. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  no 
changes  in  the  existing  law. 

The  only  change  in  existing  law  which 
the  conference  substitute  made  would  be 
to  formally  designate  the  board  holding 
the  public  hearing  as  a  hearing  board. 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (f ) 
of  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  to  provide  a  detailed 
method  for  appealing  an  order  of  the 
Secretary  issued  under  subsection  (e) 
of  section  8  as  proposed  to  be  amended 
by  the  House  bill. 
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The  Senate  amendment  made  no 
change  in  existing  law. 

The  conference  substitute  provides 
that  if  pollution  is  not  abated  within  the 
time  specified  in  the  notice  following  the 
public  hearing  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  may  request  the 
Attorney  General  to  bring  a  suit  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  United  States  to  secure  abate¬ 
ment  in  the  case  of  interstate  pollution; 
however,  in  the  case  of  intrastate  pollu¬ 
tion  he  may  request  the  institution  of 
such  a  suit  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States  only  with  the  written  consent  of 
the  Governor  of  the  State. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  before  the  House 
represents  a  half  century  of  effort  on 
the  part  of  many  dedicated  people, 
mayors  and  municipal  officials,  State 
health  and  sanitation  officials,  conser¬ 
vationists,  women’s  organizations  and 
other  civic  groups  and  Members  of  this 
House  to  bring  about  enactment  of  an 
effective  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  program.  Passage  of  this  bill  today 
will  give  the  Federal  Government  work¬ 
ing  in  a  joint  effort  with  State  and  local 
authorities  the  necessary  tools  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  wasteful  blight  of  polluted 
waters.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Jones]  may  require  to  ex¬ 
plain  briefly  these  two  features  of  the 
conference  report  with  which  he  is  most 
intimately  and  thoroughly  familiar. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  afforded 
me  by  the  chairman  in  yielding  to  me. 
However,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  matter  has 
been  completely  discussed  previously  in 
this  forum.  As  far  as  I  know  there  has 
been  no  objection  to  these  two  sections 
dealing  with  water  quality  control  and 
the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  from  either 
side  of  the  aisle.  As  the  chairman  has 
explained,  these  amendments  merely 
clarify  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958, 
which  was  part  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  that  year  and  bring  into  law  water 
quality  control.  I  believe  these  amend¬ 
ments  are  very  important  and  very  use¬ 
ful  sections  of  this  bill.  They  will  aid 
tremendously  in  the  development  of 
reservoirs  to  be  constructed  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  other  agencies  charged 
with  the  responsibility  of  our  national 
water  resources  program. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
chairman  yield  to  me  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  inquire  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  what  the  money  figure  in  this  bill 
now  is.  What  it  was  and  what  it  now 
is.  What  was  it  when  it  left  the  House? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  per  project  limi¬ 
tation  raised  the  existing  $250,000  per 
project  in  the  present  law  up  to  $800,000. 
The  Senate  figure  was  $500,000,  and  we 
settled  on  $600,000.  Our  sliding  scale 
was  struck  out.  The  conference  report 
sets  a  figure  of  $600,000,  or  30  percent  of 
the  project  cost  whichever  is  the  lesser. 
We  made  this  additional  allowance  in 
order  to  accommodate  the  smaller  com¬ 
munities  to  the  effect  that  all  applica¬ 
tions  now  pending  up  to  a  $250,000  limit, 
and  all  further  applications  yet  to  be 
filed  for  a  year  from  the  date  of  the  en- 
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actment  of  this  law  on  the  same  figure, 
should  it  become  law,  shall  have  priority. 
They  must  be  disposed  of  first  and  have 
first  claim  on  sewage  grant  funds  before 
any  of  the  larger  projects  are  awarded. 

Mi\  GROSS.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  amount  involved  in  this  bill  is  now 
down  to  something  like  $570  million;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Yes.  The  House  bill 
had  a  total  figure  of  $768  million  and  the 
Senate  figure  was  $440,000.  We  came 
down  to  $570  million  over  a  7-year  fiscal 
period. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further  and  bear  with  me,  because 
I  do  not  like  to  ask  him  to  be  repetitious, 
but  on  the  intrastate  control  will  the 
gentleman  explain  that  again,  although 
I  do  not  wish  for  him  to  go  over  all  of 
his  remarks? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  On  the  intrastate 
matter — exclusively  intrastate  dealing 
with  Federal  enforcement  action — the 
bill  requires  that  the  Secretary  to  call  a 
conrerence  on  intrastate  pollution  only 
when  requested  by  the  Governor  of  the 
State  involved  and  that  request  refers 
exclusively  to  intrastate  pollution  on 
intrastate  navigable  waters.  The  Gov¬ 
ernor  must  ask  for  the  Secretary  to  come 
in  before  he  can  act. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  will  be  pleased  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  The  House  bill  as 
originally  passed  had  language  at  the 
bottom  of  page  1  which  read  as  follows: 

To  this  end  the  Secretary  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
hereinafter  in  this  Act  called  the  “Secretary,” 
shall  administer  this  act. 

It  was  my  understanding  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  that  language  was  to  remove  from 
the  Surgeon  General  at  least  temporarily 
the  water  pollution  control  enforcement 
activities  and  to  vest  them  directly  in  the 
Secretary. 

Is  that  language  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  and  is  it  in  the  language  adopted  by 
the  conferees? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Yes,  the  language  is 
in  the  conference  report,  and  it  was 
adopted  by  the  conferees.  They  did  up¬ 
grade  the  Department  and  took  it  out  of 
the  basement  where  it  has  been  for  many 
years  and  put  it  up  directly  under  the 
Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman,  and  I  want  to  commend  the 
conferees  for  retaining  this  section.  As 
one  of  the  coauthors  and  cosponsors  of 
this  particular  measure,  I  have  been  very 
much  distressed  by  the  fact  that  the  bu¬ 
reaucrats  within  the  U.S.  Public  Health 
Service  have  consistently  and  continu¬ 
ally  stifled  this  program  and  have  delib¬ 
erately  and  callously  and  calculatedly 
hamstrung  the  efforts  of  the  people  who 
have  been  seeking  to  do  the  work  to  clear 
up  this  pollution.  I  am  speaking  as  one 
of  the  coauthors  and  cosponsors  of  this 
legislation.  I  will  look  with  favor  on  any 
move  which  will  upgrade  this  Depart¬ 
ment,  as  has  been  put  in  the  conference 
report. 


Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  gentleman  has 
every  right  in  the  world  to  speak  as  he 
does,  and  I  would  like  to  have  the  Record 
show  that  during  the  hearings  before  our 
full  committee  it  was  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan’s  testimony  that  was  most 
pertinent  and  very  convincing  on  the 
need  for  such  upgrading.  It  was  action 
that  the  House  committee  took  and 
which  the  House  passed,  and  which  was 
sustained  at  our  request  in  conference  by 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  certainly  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman,  and  state  that 
if  this  recommendation  of  Congress  is 
not  taken  by  the  Secretary  and  the  bu¬ 
reaucrats  concerned  I  shall  regard  it  as 
a  personal  affront,  and  I  hope  this  body 
will  so  regard  it  also. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  should 
like  to  bring  to  the  gentleman’s  attention 
the  new  subparagraph  (f)  added  to  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  act  which  authorizes  a  study 
with  respect  to  the  quality  of  the  water  of 
the  Great  Lakes  and  an  evaluation  of 
the  municipal,  industrial,  and  vessel 
waste  treatment  and  disposal  practices 
with  respect  to  such  waters,  and  a  study 
of  alternate  means  of  solving  water  pol¬ 
lution  problems  with  respect  to  such 
waters.  May  I  inquire  of  the  gentleman 
if  it  is  his  understanding  that  increased 
diversion  of  the  Great  Lakes  water  would 
be  permitted  for  such  a  study  in  terms 
similar  to  those  provided  in  the  O’Brien 
bill  of  the  last  Congress? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  This  would  not  per¬ 
mit  increased  diversion,  but  it  recognizes 
the  pollution  problem  in  the  Great  Lakes 
area  where  in  recent  years  because  of 
increased  population  and  industrial 
growth  in  the  Great  Lakes  area  plus  the 
influx  of  the  liners  from  the  high  seas 
has  seen  a  growth  of  pollution  in  this 
region.  We  need  more  study.  That  is 
the  purpose  of  this  paragraph.  It  would 
be  a  study  of  the  nature,  cause,  and  pos¬ 
sible  cure  for  the  situation  that  exists 
on  the  Great  Lakes. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  wish  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
for  his  interest  in  this  problem.  I  repre¬ 
sent  a  district  which  borders  on  the 
Great  Lakes.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  analysis  of  the  very  serious  prob¬ 
lem  we  are  facing  in  that  region.  I  com¬ 
mend  him  for  his  advocacy  of  this  kind 
of  provision.  I  also  wanted  to  make  the 
record  clear  that  it  did  not  include  the 
type  of  diversion  of  which  I  spoke. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  KEARNS.  I  take  this  opportu¬ 
nity  to  speak  out  of  order  to  thank  all 
Members  of  Congress  that  have  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  congressional  baseball 
game  to  be  held  at  Griffith  Stadium  on 
the  18th.  We  are  sold  out.  I  am  told 
today  there  have  been  28,000  tickets  sold, 
thanks  to  all  of  you  gentlemen. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman’s  giving  me 
this  opportunity  to  make  this  statement. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  Merely  seeking  informa¬ 
tion,  certainly  with  no  criticism  of  any¬ 
one  or  any  legislation  of  this  kind,  may 
I  say  there  are  several  departments  and 
agencies  of  Government  which  are  in¬ 
volved  in  trying  to  clear  up  questions  of 
water  pollution  and  the  desalinization  of 
salt  water  and  brackish  water,  and  so 
on.  Is  there  any  one  group  anywhere 
in  the  Government  which  is  attempting 
to  coordinate  the  efforts  of  these  various 
agencies  of  the  Government? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  On  the  matter  of 
water  pollution  abatement  and  control 
there  is  one  agency,  which  is  in  the 
Surgeon  General’s  Office,  now  under  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare.  We  are  trying  to  broaden  the 
scope  of  their  operation  and  place  the 
program  on  a  higher  level.  As  to  de- 
salinization,  that  is  a  new  field  of  scien¬ 
tific  and  technological  exploration,  to  try 
to  find  methods  by  which  salt  or  brack¬ 
ish  water  can  be  made  into  sweet  water. 
Pollution  abatement,  by  reducing  pol¬ 
lutants  and  affording  pollution  control, 
permits  the  reuse  of  existing  water  many 
times. 

Mr.  KYL.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  this  provides  for  such  research? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Yes. 

Mr.  KYL.  Insofar  as  that  research  is 
concerned,  it  is  obvious  that  you  would 
be  dealing  with  many  similiar  problems. 
I  was  simply  inquiring  to  find  if  there 
is  coordination  in  this  kind  of  research 
that  is  going  on  in  all  the  related  fields. 
Certainly  there  is  a  relation. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  am  confident  there 
will  be  coordination  between  the  desali¬ 
nation  prograjn  and  pollution  abate¬ 
ment  program,  and  any  further  ad¬ 
vances  with  respect  to  these  new  chemi¬ 
cals  and  new  dilutents  which  are  used  in 
streams  and  rivers  which  will  help  solve 
this  problem. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  hope  the  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Cramer], 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this  time 
and  my  remarks  will  be  brief. 

Let  me  explain  three  or  four  aspects 
of  this  legislation  to  put  it  possibly  in 
a  better  focus. 

First.  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of 
adequate  water  pollution  control 
throughout  the  country.  So  the  ques¬ 
tion  is:  How  are  you  going  to  get  it? 
In  my  opinion,  the  only  way  we  are  ever 
going  to  get  water  pollution  control  in 
America  is  not  by  appropriating  billions 
of  dollars  in  Washington  and  not  by 
taking  over  the  jurisdiction  of  the  States 
and  not  by  sopping  up  existing  State  ju¬ 
risdiction  over  intrastate  streams  and, 
thus,  causing  the  States  to  withdraw 
from  the  program,  but  rather  the  way 
to  solve  it  is  to  encourage  the  States  to 
come  into  it.  Does  this  bill  fit  that  pat¬ 
tern?  Does  this  conference  report  fit 
into  that  pattern?  The  bill  initially 
passed  by  the  House,  as  I  stated  to  the 
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Members,  did  not,  in  my  opinion,  accom¬ 
plish  it.  This  conference  report  is  lit¬ 
tle  if  any  better,  and  in  some  respects 
it  is  worse.  It  does  not  accomplish  it 
either.  What  does  it  do?  In  the  first 
place,  to  continue  this  program  going, 
you  do  not  need  this  legislation.  You  al¬ 
ready  have  $50  million  a  year  authorized 
for  the  next  5  years.  You  have  an  exist¬ 
ing  program  of  $500  million.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  that,  you  have  a  program  of  over 
$100  million  under  the  Area  Redevelop¬ 
ment  Act  which  we  passed  earlier  in  this 
session  of  the  Congress  which  under  cer¬ 
tain  conditions  might  be  allocated  to  the 
construction  of  disposal  treatment 
plants.  That  is  what  we  are  talking 
about  in  this  authorization.  That  is  the 
only  thing  we  are  talking  about  in  this 
authorization— how  much  money  should 
the  Federal  Government  put  into  sew¬ 
age  disposal  treatment  plants  on  a  grant¬ 
matching  basis — the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  with  the  local  community?  I  tried 
to  get  the  committee  to  bring  the  States 
into  the  picture  so  that  it  would  be  a 
State-Federal-local  relationship.  But, 
no,  the  Federal  Government  wants  to 
deal  directly  and  solely  with  the  mu¬ 
nicipalities  so  far  as  the  State  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds  is  concerned.  So  we  have 
an  existing  program. 

The  existing  program  has  been  work¬ 
ing  well.  It  has  caused  the  States  to  do 
what?  It  has  caused  the  States  to  ac¬ 
celerate  their  own  programs.  What  is 
this  program  going  to  do  by  adding  $50 
million  a  year  more  and  taking  away  the 
State  jurisdiction  and  giving  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  enforcement  provi¬ 
sions  jurisdiction  over  every  stream  in 
America  that  can  float  a  log.  Let  me 
repeat  that — this  bill  gives  from  an  en¬ 
forcement  standpoint  jurisdiction  to  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  first  time 
for  water-pollution  abatement  purposes 
jurisdiction  over  every  stream  in  America 
that  can  float  a  log.  That  is  the  best 
definition  you  can  give  for  a  navigable 
stream.  So,  instead,  of  the  present  cir¬ 
cumstances  and  the  present  law,  where 
the  Federal  Government  has  jurisdiction 
only  when  a  State  crosses  the  State 
boundaries  and,  therefore,  it  is  an  inter¬ 
state  stream,  and  where  the  pollution  is 
interstate,  which  is  a  sound  approach, 
the  Federal  Government  now  wants  to 
come  in  under  this  legislation  and  the 
proponents  want  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  come  in  and  take  over  the  State 
jurisdiction  of  any  of  these  intrastate 
streams  for  pollution  purposes.  If  they 
do  it  for  pollution  purposes,  what  is  going 
to  be  the  next  purpose  of  the  Federal 
Government  taking  over  jurisdiction? 
So  the  effect  of  it  will  be  that  it  will 
dry  up  the  States’  responsibility.  It  will 
dry  up  the  incentive  on  the  part  of  the 
States  to  do  something  about  this  prob¬ 
lem.  So  this  bill,  this  proposal,  this  con¬ 
ference  report,  does  not  meet  the  funda¬ 
mental  test  of  solving  this  problem  on  a 
partnership  basis.  It  concentrates  more 
power  in  Washington  and  it  gives  the 
Federal  authority  more  jurisdiction,  but 
it  does  not  encourage  the  States  to  try 
to  continue  with  the  job  they  have  been 
doing  and  which  they  have  been  accel¬ 


erating  under  the  1956  act,  which  is  pres¬ 
ently  in  existence.  So  the  Federal-State 
relationships  are  being  affected  very  sub¬ 
stantially  by  this  legislation. 

This  conference  report  does  not  stress 
fiscal  responsibility  at  all.  Already 
that  has  been  shown.  So  there  are 
fundamentals  involved  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion:  Federal-State  relationships,  proper 
budget  authorization,  the  question  of 
fiscal  responsibility.  The  Members  of 
this  House  will  have  occasion  to  vote  for 
fiscal  responsibility.  The  States  should 


Thus  Congress  is  grappling  with  pro¬ 
posals  which  would  cost  over  $24  billion 
in  fiscal  year  1962  and  at  least  $107  bil¬ 
lion  in  the  next  5  fiscal  years  if  enacted. 
This  is  a  modest  estimate,  since  funds 
counted  as  back-door  spending  could  be 
spent  more  rapidly  and  new  authority 
enacted  to  take  its  place.  Also,  future 
appropriations  will  not  diminish  if  this 
year  is  an  example  of  future  policies. 

Appropriations  now  passed  and  pend¬ 
ing  in  the  House  total  some  $85  billion. 
Thus,  counting  present  appropriations, 
future  authorizations  and  back-door 
spending,  Congress  is  already  being 
forced  to  deal  with  budgets  stretching 
far  in  excess  of  $100  billion  annually. 

The  House  has  already  enacted  new 
programs  calling  for  new  spending  in 
the  amount  of  $7,332  million,  including 
$50  million  for  water  pollution  or  sewage 
disposal  plant  construction  grants. 

Is  not  that  reason  to  be  skeptical  when 
you  have  before  you  a  conference  report 
in  which  they  are  asking  $30  million 
more  than  provided  by  existing  law  for 
fiscal  1962,  $40  million  more  for  1963, 
and  $50  million  a  year  more  for  3  years 
commencing  with  fiscal  year  1964,  and 
an  additional  $100  million  for  fiscal  year 
1967. 

So  there  are  the  basic  considerations 
involved.  The  conference  report  did  not 
cure  the  fundamental  objections  which 
I  have  previously  pointed  out  and  which 
I  repeat  at  this  time.  We  are  encroach¬ 
ing  on  the  States  in  the  enforcement 
section.  There  is  no  question  about  it. 


be  encouraged  to  pay  for  their  share  of 
the  problem. 

Why  should  fiscal  responsibility  be 
stressed?  Let  us  review  briefly  what  the 
House  has  already  done  with  regard  to 
spending  money  just  in  this  session  of 
Congress:  Appropriations  now  approved 
or  pending  in  the  House  amount  to  $85 
billion,  substantially  in  excess  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower’s  proposal. 

The  cost  of  enacted  and  proposed 
major  programs  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  is  estimated  as  follows : 


If  you  have  an  interstate  stream  pollu¬ 
tion  problem  the  States  are  never  neces¬ 
sarily  brought  into  the  picture.  Under 
present  law  it  is  required  that  they  agree 
and  consent  to  a  court  action  to  carry 
out  the  finding  of  the  Board.  Under 
this  proposal  as  to  interstate  streams 
the  States  need  never  be  consulted  be¬ 
fore  the  Federal  Government  goes  in  and 
gets  an  order  carrying  out  what  the 
Federal  Government  alone  and  exclu¬ 
sively  has  decided  that  the  States  should 
do.  I  say  that  is  a  major  injection  of 
the  Federal  Government  into  State  and 
local  functions.  The  Congress  5  years 
ago  specifically  stated  in  existing  law 
that  any  time  an  enforcement  action 
should  be  brought  into  court  for  deter¬ 
mination  that  the  States  have  to  consent 
to  it.  That  provision  has  been  elimi¬ 
nated  with  regard  to  interstate  streams. 
We  tried  to  put  it  back  in  conference 
and  we  failed. 

So  for  these  fundamental  reasons  I 
say  this  legislation  is  equally  as  objec¬ 
tionable  as  it  was  at  the  outset. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  New  York. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  am  informed 
that  in  the  Senate  bill  there  is  a  state¬ 
ment  which  does  not  occur  in  the  House 
bill  and  occurs  only  in  extremely  veiled 
terms  in  the  conference  report.  The 
statement  is  “that  when  need  for  pollu¬ 
tion  control  in  a  community  is  due  to 
Federal  activity  an  additional  allocation 


Bill  or  program 

Description 

Estimate 
for  fiscal 
year  1962 

5-year 

potential 

assuming 

current 

plans 

Billions 

Billions 

$8,800,000,000  back  door  _ _ _ _ 

$2.3 

$9.05 

$300,000,000  back  door _ _ 

.394 

1.5 

.125 

1.525 

.050 

.250 

.150 

.750 

Required  dollar  amounts  to  reimburse  OOO . . 

2.0 

2.0 

"‘Feed  grains  bill.. . - - - 

$339,800,000  in  advance  certifications  to  be  matched 

.698 

.698 

after  planting  season,  plus  $18,000,000  in  TJSDA  funds 

through  appropriation  bill. 

.990 

.990 

$350,000,000  over  15-month  period... . . 

.280 

.350 

$105,000,000  in  OOC  funds— back  door..  . . . 

.105 

.105 

$1,200,000,000  back  door  over  5-year  period . . 

.240 

1.2 

4.8 

26.8 

$2,566,000,000,  3  years... . - . . 

.833 

4.1 

$1 ,250^000,000,  5  years _ _ _ _ 

.360 

1.25 

National  Defense  Education  Act - 

$375,000,000  over  3  years  in  loans  to  private  schools - 

.126 

.625 

.310 

1.  55 

$100,000,000 1st  year,  much  more  later.. . . 

.100 

.800 

$100,000,000  1st  year,  $600,000,000  thereafter - - 

.100 

2.5 

.375 

1.875 

10 

50 

Tntfll 

24  335 

107. 918 

*  Indicates  bill  has  already  passed  the  House. 
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may  be  made  to  meet  an  equitable  por¬ 
tion  of  such  need.” 

I  ask  this  question  because  some  of  us 
have  Federal  installations  in  our  dis¬ 
tricts  and  in  some  cases  they  have  posed 
quite  a  problem. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  distinguished  gen¬ 
tlewoman  has  brought  up  a  question 
which  was  considered  by  the  conferees. 
The  conference  version  provides  relief 
for  Federal  institution  impact  similar  to 
the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate,  but  de¬ 
creases  the  time  before  unobligated 
funds  can  be  reallocated  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  It  decreases  the  time  in  which 
they  will  be  available  for  obligation  by 
a  State,  and  not  turned  back  to  the 
Treasury  for  reallocation  in  other  States, 
from  2  years  to  18  months,  and  then  per¬ 
mits  the  Secretary  prior  to  such  reallo¬ 
cation  to  make  an  additional  grant  from 
such  funds  with  respect  to  projects  in 
that  same  State  where  the  need  for  such 
projects  is  due  in  part  to  Federal  insti¬ 
tutions  or  construction  activity. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Baldwin]  . 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  conference  report. 
The  assignment  of  conferees  represent¬ 
ing  the  House  in  a  bill  of  this  kind  is  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  the  matter  up  with 
the  conferees  in  the  other  body  and  to 
see  if  within  the  limitations  or  borders 
of  the  two  bills  passed  by  the  respective 
bodies  a  better  bill  can  be  brought  out. 

In  my  opinion,  the  bill  that  is  now  be¬ 
fore  the  House  is  tightened  up,  it  is  a 
better  bill  than  the  one  originally  passed 
some  weeks  ago.  I  must  respectfully 
disagree  with  my  colleague  from  Florida 
who  has  done  a  very  able  job  in  this 
committee  as  to  his  contention  that 
there  is  a  larger  authorization  in  this 
bill  than  in  the  original  bill.  I  do  not 
believe  the  conference  report  bears  that 
out. 

The  law  as  it  exists  today  and  prior  to 
the  passage  of  this  bill  provides  an  au¬ 
thorization  of  $50  million  per  year,  with 
a  maximum  of  $500  million.  The  bill 
that  passed  the  House  increased  that  au¬ 
thorization  to  $100  million  per  year,  with 
a  maximum  of  $1  billion,  again  no  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  number  of  years.  It  was 
not  actually  limited  to  10  years.  So  the 
additional  authorization  passed  by  the 
House  over  the  amount  appropriated  to 
date  amounts  to  $768  million  because 
$232  million  has  been  appropriated  to 
date. 

The  Senate  passed  a  bill  that  author¬ 
ized  $440  million.  So,  there  were  the 
two  boundaries:  the  $768  million  by  the 
House  and  the  $440  million  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  conference  report  that  is  now 
before  you  is  a  compromise  between 
those  two  figures  in  the  sum  of  $570 
million  authorized  over  the  next  6  years 
and  a  carryover  from  the  5  years  past 
of  $18  million,  making  a  total  maximum 
of  $588  million. 

Now,  this  bill  passed  the  House  orig¬ 
inally  by  a  vote  of  308  to  110.  Anyone 
who  at  that  time  voted  for  the  bill  can 
be  sure  that  this  bill  offers  lower  au¬ 
thorized  expenditures  than  you  voted  for 
at  that  time.  Actually,  it  likewise  re¬ 
duces  the  maximum  application  for  any 


one  project  from  a  maximum  of  $800,000 
to  $600,000,  and  therefore  you  will  be 
able  to  have  this  allocated  to  more  in¬ 
dividual  applicants  in  your  area  than 
was  true  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House 
originally. 

As  to  enforcement,  I  think  this  bill 
is  a  better  bill  from  the  standpoint  of 
enforcement  than  the  original  bill,  be¬ 
cause  we  gave  the  Secretary  power  that 
I  did  not  think  was  proper  to  give  to 
him,  and  that  was  the  power  to  issue  an 
order,  power  for  him  to  amend  any  deci¬ 
sion  of  a  hearing  board  and  then  to  issue 
an  order  without  any  right  of  appeal  in 
the  meantime  and  then  have  him  issue 
an  order  to  enforce  whatever  determina¬ 
tion  was  made.  This  is  a  very  broad 
allocation  of  power,  and  that  power  to 
issue  such  an  order  was  taken  out  of 
this  conference  report  and  reverted  back 
basically  to  the  original  law  which  re¬ 
quires  that  he  issue  a  notice  and  then, 
if  there  is  no  compliance,  he  has  the 
right  to  ask  the  Attorney  General  to 
bring  a  case  into  court  for  enforcement, 
and  therefore  it  better  protects  any  per¬ 
son’s  right  he  has  under  court  procedure. 
I  think  anyone  who  voted  for  this  bill 
originally,  a  month  ago,  can  safely  vote 
for  it  now  again,  and  those  who  are  in¬ 
terested  in  the  amount  of  allocation, 
which  is  actually  lower  than  the  original 
bill,  and  who  voted  against  the  bill  orig¬ 
inally,  might  find  it  possible  to  vote 
for  the  conference  report  today. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  HalleckL 

PROGRAM  FOR  THE  BALANCE  OF  THE  WEEK  AND 
NEXT  WEEK 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  time  to  inquire  of  the  majority  lead¬ 
er  as  to  the  program  for  the  balance  of 
the  week  and  next  week. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  There  is  no  fur¬ 
ther  program  for  the  balance  of  the  week 
after  the  disposition  of  this  pending  con¬ 
ference  report  on  which  the  conferees 
have  done  an  excellent  job.  It  is  a  very 
excellent  bill. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  just  indicated  that  he 
is  going  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  call 
up  a  bill  a  little  later  on  to  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendments  and  a  bill  extending 
the  time  to  December  of  this  year,  I 
think  it  is,  of  the  feed  grain  bill  relating 
to  agriculture,  a  law  that  expires  tomor¬ 
row,  and  unanimous  consent  will  be 
asked  for. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Will  the  gentleman 
permit  me  to  make  one  observation  at 
this  time? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Yes. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  know  that  was  in¬ 
cluded  in  what  is  known  as  the  omnibus 
farm  bill  when  we  had  the  same  sort  of 
situation  existing  with  the  extension  of 
the  school  milk  program.  Now,  I  have 
agreed  to  let  this  one  be  called,  but  I  just 
want  to  serve  notice  that  I  am  a  little 
resentful  of  this  practice  that  has  grown 
up  and  is  becoming  too  prevalent  of  put¬ 
ting  measures  that  would  be  difficult  to 
vote  against  in  some  big  controversial 
measure,  and  then  when  you  cannot  get 
the  controversial  measure  out  wanting 
us  to  agree  because  it  presents  an  emer¬ 


gency  to  enact  legislation  which  has  ex¬ 
pired.  As  I  say,  I  have  agreed  to  this, 
and  I  have  talked  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven],  about  it,  and  we 
have  agreed  to  let  this  measure  go 
through,  but  I  must  say  that  hereafter 
under  certain  circumstances  like  that  I 
might  not  find  it  possible  to  go  along 
with  the  request. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  might  say  in 
reply  to  that,  without  knowing  the  par¬ 
ticular  matters  that  the  minority  leader 
has  in  mind  that  we  Democrats  have 
found  ourselves  in  the  same  position 
when  the  gentleman’s  party  was  in  power 
and  we  rather  admired  him  for  his  tacti¬ 
cal  leadership. 

Now  for  the  program.  On  Monday 
there  will  be  seven  bills  called  under  sus¬ 
pension.  They  are  as  follows : 

First.  H.R.  44,  U.S.S.  Arizona  Mem¬ 
orial.  That  is  an  authorization  bill. 

Second.  H.R.  6691,  a  bill  to  provide 
protection  for  the  Vice  President,  Vice 
President-elect  and  former  Presidents. 

Third.  H.R.  7043,  relating  to  the 
postal  service.  This  is  known  as  the 
downgrading  bill.  This  has  to  do  with 
situations  where  an  employee  through 
reclassification  is  given  a  lower  grade 
but  retains  his  salary  of  the  higher  grade. 
At  least,  that  is  my  understanding  of  the 
purpose  of  the  bill,  and  I  believe  it  is  a 
meritorious  one. 

Fourth.  House  Joint  Resolution  435,  a 
joint  resolution  relating  to  the  centen¬ 
nial  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Fifth.  House  Joint  Resolution  436,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  centennial  of  the  land-grant 
universities  and  colleges. 

Sixth.  H.R.  2555,  a  bill  relating  to  pay 
and  allotments  of  Federal  employees  in 
advance. 

Seventh.  H.R.  4473,  to  amend  the 
Bankruptcy  Act  in  relation  to  limiting 
priority. 

The  Consent  Calendar  will  be  called 
on  Monday. 

On  Tuesday  we  will  have  the  Private 
Calendar. 

For  Wednesday,  Thursday,  and  Friday 
we  shall  take  up  Reorganization  Plans 
No.  7,  6,  and  5,  in  that  order.  In  rela¬ 
tion  to  Nos.  7  and  6,  the  minority  have 
the  right  if  they  desire,  to  bring  up  either 
one  of  these  plans  on  the  question  of  re¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  explain  to  us  why  we  are  tak¬ 
ing  them  up  in  that  inverse  order?  Some 
of  us  think  that  they  ought  to  be  brought 
up  in  the  order  in  which  they  came  up 
here,  Nos.  5,  6,  and  7. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  They  can  be 
taken  up  either  way,  but  we  are  simply 
taking  them  up  in  the  order  of  Nos.  7, 
6,  and  5. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Is  that  some  more  of 
the  tactical  leadership  the  gentleman  re¬ 
ferred  to? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  would  say  that 
we  are  keeping  them  in  some  kind  of 
chronological  order,  at  least  so  far  as 
the  numbers  are  concerned. 

There  is  the  usual  reservation  that 
conference  reports  may  be  brought  up 
at  any  time,  and  any  further  program 
will  be  announced  later. 
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Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Schwengel]  . 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  I  heard  some  kind  of  a  groan  when 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  yielded 
me  5  minutes  of  time  to  speak.  I  resent 
that  just  a  little  bit  because  I  have  been 
working  for  a  long  time  on  a  speech  that 
I  hope  will  be  the  best  one  that  I  ever 
gave  to  the  Congress.  Now  I  find  there 
are  some  people  here  who  do  not  want  to 
listen  to  it.  I  cannot  understand  it. 
I  hope  that  this  pall  of  “Vote”  an  indica¬ 
tion  of  complaint,  did  not  come  from 
those  Members  whom  we  normally  recog¬ 
nize  as  the  Tuesday-to-Thursday  boys 
around  here.  I  would  like  to  suggest  that 
you  are  going  to  get  paid  for  tomorrow, 
whether  we  are  in  session  or  not.  And 
while  I  know  that  this  speech  I  am  going 
to  give  is  good  enough  to  keep  you  over 
for  a  day,  I  do  not  propose  to  take  that 
much  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  no  one  in  the  Congress 
can  be  more  interested  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  of  our  natural  resources  or  in  resolv¬ 
ing  the  pollution  problems,  than  the  Con¬ 
gressman  who  has  the  privilege  of  serv¬ 
ing  the  First  District  of  the  State  of 
Iowa. 

My  interest  on  this  question  stems  back 
to  the  time  I  was  a  very  young  man  and 
while  I  was  living  on  an  Iowa  farm.  My 
father,  who  had  been  born  and  reared  in 
another  country,  told  me  about  the  ter¬ 
rible  sin  of  abusing  the  soils  and  the 
natural  resources  that  have  been  pre¬ 
served  for  us  by  God  and  nature. 

Since  that  time,  I,  of  course,  have  had 
much  time  to  reflect  on  what  was  and  is 
a  part  of  my  own  heritage,  to  read  about 
it,  to  study  and  become  acquainted  with 
the  total  problem  of  conservation  and  its 
many  phases  that  are  important  and 
neecfour  attention. 

This  explains,  too,  why  I  have  been  so 
interested  in  studying  and  considering 
the  legislative  phase  of  this  question. 

After  I  came  to  the  Congress  and  was 
assigned  to  the  Public  Works  Committee, 
my  interest  was  quickened  and  my  study 
was  increased  and  slowly  but  surely  I 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  here  is  a 
question  that  needs  attention  by  every 
American  and  needs  sympathetic  consid¬ 
eration  by  every  public  official  who  can 
have  an  influence  on  reasonable  and  right 
solutions  to  this  manifold  and  sometimes 
frustrating  problem. 

Because  the  problem  was  complex  and 
difficult  and  misunderstood,  I  joined  with 
State  Senator  J.  V.  Whitfield,  of  North 
Carolina,  and  a  number  of  other  con¬ 
servationists  and  with  the  chairman  of 
our  subcommittee,  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blat- 
nik]  ,  to  ask  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,  Arthur  Flemming, 
and  President  Eisenhower  to  call  a  White 
House  conference  on  this  question. 

They  accepted  our  recommendation. 
A  conference  was  held  here  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.,  in  December  of  1960. 

To  this  conference  came  men  and 
women  from  all  over  America,  from  every 
walk  of  life  and  from  every  inter¬ 
est  group,  to  discuss  the  problem  and 
some  solutions  to  the  problem. 


It  was  my  pleasure  to  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  attend  the  conference,  to  join 
in  some  of  the  discussions  and  listen  to 
some  very  appropriate  and  timely  state¬ 
ments  and  discussions  that  bear  upon 
this  question. 

In  order  that  the  House  may  have  the 
benefit  of  knowing  something  about  what 
took  place  here,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  placed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  a  brochure  entitled  “Clean  Water: 
A  Challenge  to  the  Nation,  Highlights 
and  Recommendations  of  the  National 
Conference  on  Water  Pollution.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  matter  referred  to  follows : 

Clean  Water:  A  Challenge  to  the  Nation 
(Highlights  and  recommendations  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Conference  on  Water  Pollution — 

U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 

Welfare,  Public  Health  Service  Publication 

No.  816) 

“It  is  a  pleasure  to  send  greetings  to  the 
citizens  assembled  in  Washington  for  the 
National  Conference  on  Water  Pollution.  It 
is  heartening  to  know  that  this  conference 
has  attracted  such  a  splendid  representation 
from  across  the  land. 

“We  in  the  United  States  are  fortunate  in 
having  generally  adequate  amounts  j>f  rain¬ 
fall  over  large  areas  of  our  country,  but  we 
waste  much  of  this  precious  natural  re¬ 
source  by  water  pollution.  We  cannot  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so  and  still  have  enough  good 
water  for  the  growing  needs  of  our  popula¬ 
tion,  industry,  and  agriculture.  Nor  can  we 
continue  to  expose  our  people  to  the  health 
hazards  of  water  pollution. 

“In  asking  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  to  call  this  National 
Conference,  I  stressed  the  mutual  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  all  segments  of  our  society  in 
cleaning  up  our  waterways.  We  need  appro¬ 
priate  action  by  Federal,  interstate,  State  and 
local  agencies.  We  need  greatly  expanded 
research,  the  continuing  efforts  of  industry 
and  agriculture,  and,  most  important  of  all, 
we  need  the  wholehearted  support  of  the 
individual  citizen.  It  is  the  business  of  the 
Conference  to  study  and  assess  the  problem 
of  water  pollution  in  all  its  aspects  and  to 
develop  goals  and  programs  that  will  assure 
progress  in  this  field. 

“I  am  delighted  to  add  my  best  wishes  for 
a  most  successful  meeting. 

“Dwight  D.  Eisenhower." 


“The  National  Conference  on  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  will  affect  the  economic  and  public 
health  planning  of  our  Nation  for  many 
years  to  come.  II;  held  up  to  public  view 
one  of  the  critical  problems  of  our  time; 
it  helped  develop  new  information  and  fresh 
points  of  view  about  pollution  control;  and 
it  focused  attention  on  many  different  areas 
where  new  action  is  needed. 

“The  Conference  opened  a  few  hours  after 
the  onset  of  the  worst  snowstorm  to  occur 
in  Washington  in  many  years,  one  which 
virtually  paralyzed  the  city.  Despite  the 
weather,  nearly  1,200  people  registered  at 
the  Conference  and  took  part  in  its  delibera¬ 
tions.  For  their  attendance  and  for  their 
help  in  shaping  its  recommendations,  they 
deserve  the  gratitude  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple. 

“Leroy  E.  Burney,  M.D., 

“Surgeon  General.” 
introduction 

The  National  Conference  on  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  was  called  at  President  Eisenhower’s 
request.  In  a  message  to  the  Congress,  Feb¬ 
ruary  23,  1960,  he  stated  that  such  a  meeting 
was  needed  to  “provide  a  forum  in  which 


all  concerned  can  confront  and  better  appre¬ 
ciate  their  mutual  responsibility  for  solving 
this  pressing  problem." 

The  Honorable  Arthur  S.  Flemming,  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  subsequently  called  upon  the 
Public  Health  Service  to  organize  the  confer¬ 
ence  and  at  the  same  time  invited  37  distin¬ 
guished  citizens  to  serve  as  a  steering  com¬ 
mittee  to  help  and  advise  the  Service.  The 
committee  was  composed  of  highly  qualified 
individuals  representing  municipal.  State, 
interstate,  industrial,  civic,  labor,  and 
women’s  organizations,  and  other  citizens’ 
groups  having  an  interest  in  the  water  pollu¬ 
tion  problem.  The  committee  met  with  the 
Public  Health  Service  staff  for  the  first  time 
on  June  22,  1960,  and  worked  closely  with  it 
during  the  summer  and  fall.  The  Conference 
itself  opened  at  the  Sheraton-Park  Hotel  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  on  December  12. 

This  booklet  presents  the  highlights  of  the 
Conference — excerpts  from  some  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  addresses,  reports  of  the  various  panel 
groups,  and  a  final  summary  of  Conference 
recommendations.  It  is  not,  nor  can  it  be,  a 
complete  and  balanced  report  of  the  Con¬ 
ference;  for  this,  readers  must  wait  for  the 
final  proceedings  which  will  be  published 
in  the  near  future.  But  it  may  give  an 
overall  view  of  what  went  on  during  the 
3  days  of  December  12,  13,  and  14,  3  days 
which  may  have  a  lasting  influence  on 
American  attitudes  toward  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  water  resources  and  the  need  for 
control  of  water  pollution. 

Conference  planning 

Early  in  its  planning  for  the  Conference, 
the  steering  committee  and  the  professional 
staff  fixed  upon  four  basic  areas  of  concern 
in  the  field  of  water  pollution  control.  These 
became,  with  only  small  change,  the  topics 
assigned  to  the  four  panel  groups.  The  first 
was  the  effect  of  pollution  on  the  Nation’s 
health,  welfare,  and  economy;  the  second 
was  the  importance  of  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  on  the  management  of  water  resources; 
the  third  was  the  responsibilities  of  govern¬ 
ment,  industry,  agriculture,  and  the  public  in 
combating  pollution;  and  the  fourth  was 
the  need  for  research  and  professional  train¬ 
ing. 

The  division  fixed  upon  by  the  committee 
and  staff  worked  well.  It  was  possible  to 
obtain  four  outstanding  people  to  serve  as 
panel  chairmen  and  with  their  help,  to  build 
self-sustaining  and  effective  programs.  The 
chairmen,  whose  reports  are  presented  in 
this  booklet,  were  the  Honorable  Thomas  A. 
McCann,  mayor  of  Fort  Worth,  Tex.,  and  a 
member  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control 
Advisory  Board;  Dr.  E.  A.  Ackerman,  execu¬ 
tive  officer  of  the  Carnegie  Institution  of 
Washington,  D.C.;  Dr.  Abel  Wolman,  profes¬ 
sor  of  sanitary  engineering  at  the  Johns 
Hopkins  University,  Baltimore,  Md.;  and  Dr. 
Gordon  M.  Fair,  professor  of  sanitary  engi¬ 
neering  at  Harvard  University,  Cambridge, 
Mass. 

The  four  panel  sessions  ran  concurrently 
on  the  second  day  of  the  conference;  on  the 
first  day,  one  plenary  session  was  held  and 
a  banquet  at  which  outstanding  Members 
of  Congress  spoke.  On  the  third  and  final 
day  there  was  a  plenary  session  for  closing 
remarks  and  conference  summary. 

The  conference  was  conducted  without 
the  adoption  of  formal  resolutions.  Reports 
and  recommendations  were  prepared  by  sub¬ 
committees  which  are  listed  elsewhere  in 
this  document.  The  subcommittees  were 
chosen  in  such  a  way  as  to  insure  that  all 
interested  groups  were  represented.  Follow¬ 
ing  each  panel  session  and  summary  report 
an  opportunity  was  provided  for  comments 
from  the  floor.  This  summary  report  con¬ 
tains  only  the  reports  of  the  subcommittees. 
Floor  discussion  will  be  found  in  the  pro¬ 
ceedings. 
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The  program  set  up  during  the  summer 
and  fall  suffered  one  defeat  as  the  result  of 
the  winter  weather  beginning  on  December 
11.  It  was  necessary,  in  the  face  of  a  crip¬ 
pling  snowfall,  to  forego  the  opening  morn¬ 
ing  session  and  to  postpone  the  scheduled 
address  of  Secretary  Flemming  to  the  final 
day  of  the  meeting.  In  all  other  respects 
the  prorgam  went  on  as  originally  planned. 

Public  information 

A  basic  part  of  preconference  activity  was 
the  carrying  on  of  an  intensive  public  in¬ 
formation  program  to  focus  attention  on 
the  problem  of  water  pollution  and  to  in¬ 
crease  public  awareness  of  the  need  for  its 
control.  The  conference  staff  published  a 
monthly  bulletin,  as  well  as  a  series  of 
leaflets  covering  the  effects  of  water  pollu¬ 
tion  on  recreation,  on  fish  and  wildlife,  and 
on  the  public  health  and  welfare.  A  chart 
book  was  also  published  and  distributed  at 
the  time  of  the  conference  and  other  pro¬ 
motional  material  was  planned. 

The  steering  committee  was  helpful  not 
only  in  planning  and  directing  the  Confer¬ 
ence,  but  also  in  developing  the  public 
awareness  program.  Organizations  repre¬ 
sented  on  the  steering  committee  distributed 
Conference  material  to  their  members,  pub¬ 
lished  a  great  deal  of  information  about  the 
Conference  in  their  own  magazines  and  jour¬ 
nals,  and  in  some  cases  carried  on  cooperat¬ 
ing  publicity  programs.  A  number  of  other 
organizations  and  groups  not  associated  with 
Conference  planning  also  contributed  to  the 
information  activities,  most  notably  the  ad¬ 
vertising  council,  the  National  Association 
of  Broadcasters  and  the  Outdoor  Writers’ 
Association.  John  Charles  Daly  contributed 
greatly  to  the  radio  and  TV  information 
program. 

The  Conference  itself  was  widely  publicized 
in  the  press  and  on  radio  and  TV  during  its 
3  days  of  sessions. 

Accomplishments 

It  is  too  early  to  assess  what  the  long-range 
impact  of  the  Conference  may  be.  Three 
things,  however,  seem  apparent — the  Con¬ 
ference  brought  new  public  attention  to  the 
problem  of  water  pollution;  it  reached  agree¬ 
ment  on  many  significant  issues  connected 
with  water  pollution  control;  and,  finally, 
it  identified  two  major  areas  of  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  first  of  these  areas  of  disagreement 
concerned  the  Federal  Government’s  role  in 
pollution  control.  An  examination  of  Con¬ 
ference  minutes  shows  no  serious  question¬ 
ing  of  the  need  for  a  Federal  program  and 
no  serious  questioning  of  the  general  areas 
in  which  this  program  should  function.  But 
there  was  sharp  divergence  of  view,  reflected 
in  this  booklet,  on  what  the  extent  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  activity  should  be. 

There  was  also  uncertainty  among  con¬ 
ference  participants  on  the  standards  of 
cleanliness  which  should  be  set  for  our  rivers 
and  streams.  What  is  economically  feasible 
for  a  community,  a  river  basin,  or  a  nation 
to  insist  upon?  What  safeguards  should  be 
set  against  some  of  the  newer  pollutants, 
and  what  safeguards  should  be  set  against 
the  use  of  chemicals  which  will  eventually 
reach  our  water  supplies? 

If  no  agreement  could  be  reached  on  these 
major  issues,  very  considerable  agreement 
was  possible  on  a  <  number  of  others — the 
need  for  more  research  and  basic  data,  pub¬ 
lic  awareness,  keeping  water  as  clean  as  pos¬ 
sible,  comprehensive  river  basin  develop¬ 
ment,  a  need  for  stronger  State  leadership, 
the  important  responsibility  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  research  and  technical  as¬ 
sistance,  and  the  need  for  more  and  better 
trained  manpower.  Published  in  this  book¬ 
let  are  the  30  recommendations  which  were 
developed  by  the  subcommittees  and  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  conference  group  for  com¬ 
ment.  They  represent  the  consensus  of  in¬ 
formed  and  highly  interested  persons  repre¬ 


senting  every  significant  point  of  view  on 
water  problems. 

The  final  accomplishment  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Conference  is  the  one  which  may  in 
the  end  have  the  most  effect  upon  how  we 
use  our  water  resources  in  the  future.  The 
conference,  in  6  months  of  planning  and  in 
3  days  of  actual  session,  brought  new  na¬ 
tional  attention  to  the  need  for  the  control 
of  water  pollution  in  the  United  States. 

As  executive  secretary  of  the  conference, 
I  should  like  to  express  the  thanks  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  to  members  of  the 
steering  committee,  to  conference  speakers 
and  participants,  and  to  my  fellow  members 
of  the  staff. 

Frank  A.  Butrico, 

Executive  Secretary,  National  Confer¬ 
ence  on  Water  Pollution. 


Clean  Water 

(By  Dr.  Leroy  E.  Burney,  Surgeon  General, 
Public  Health  Service) 

This  conference  is  one  of  many  hearten¬ 
ing  indications  that  the  American  people  are 
coming  to  a  full  recognition  of  the  realities 
of  our  technologic  age.  To  a  far  greater  ex¬ 
tent  than  ever  before,  we  live  in  a  man- 
created  and  man-controlled  environment. 
It  is  within  our  power  to  shape  our  own 
future,  to  guide  the  evolving  patterns  of 
society  and  determine  the  nature  of  the  sur¬ 
roundings  in  which  we  and  our  children  will 
live. 

Few  if  any  problems  are  more  intricately 
interwoven  into  the  fabric  of  our  society 
than  the  control  of  water  pollution.  Clean 
water  is  essential  to  life  itself;  it  is  essential 
to  our  industrial  technology,  and  to  agricul¬ 
ture;  is  essential  to  the  conservation  and 
use  of  the  many  natural  resources  upon 
which  the  richer  life  depends. 

FEDERAL  VIEWPOINT 

In  describing  the  water  pollution  picture 
from  the  viewpoint  of  a  Federal  health 
agency,  I  should  like  to  develop  four  prin¬ 
cipal  points: 

First,  that  water  pollution  control  is  an 
integral  part  of  the  broader  problem  of  wa¬ 
ter  resource  development  and  use; 

Second,  that  water  pollution  control  is  an 
inseparable  part  of  the  broader  problem  of 
environmental  health  protection; 

Third,  that  an  impressive  amount  of  pro¬ 
ductive  activity  is  already  underway  in  con¬ 
trolling  water  pollution; 

And,  fourth,  that  the  problem  demands  a 
still  stronger  effort  on  the  part  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  authorities,  industries,  and 
all  others  concerned. 

AN  ECONOMIC  IMPERATIVE 

All  of  you  are  well  acquainted  with  the 
overwhelming  statistics  on  water  usage,  both 
today  and  in  the  foreseeable  future.  Al¬ 
ready,  in  many  areas,  there  is  not  enough 
water  to  go  ’round.  To  cite  one  outstanding 
example,  it  is  estimated  that  the  water  in 
the  Ohio  River,  at  times  of  low  flow,  is  used 
almost  four  times  as  it  flows  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  to  the  Mississippi.  It  is  at  this  point 
of  reuse,  of  course,  that  the  threads  of  water 
quality  and  water  quantity  become  inex¬ 
tricably  interwoven.  And  it  is  at  this  point 
also  that  considerations  of  national  health 
enter  the  equations. 

A  BIOLOGICAL  IMPERATIVE 

There  is  no  room  for  doubt  that  we  are 
presently  passing  through  a  second  indus¬ 
trial  revolution.  Its  byproduct  wastes  and 
side  effects  threaten  a  new  kind  of  health 
problem  for  our  own  and  future  genera¬ 
tions,  caused  by  the  environmental  pollu¬ 
tants  and  conditions  to  which  we  are  con¬ 
tinuously  exposed  every  day  of  our  lives — 
the  chemicals  in  the  water  we  drink,  the 
food  we  eat,  and  the  air  we  breathe,  plus 
ionizing  radiation  from  both  natural  and 
manmade  sources. 

I  do  not  intend  to  suggest,  of  course,  that 
our  microbiological  problems  are  solved, 


once  and  for  all.  I  do  wish  to  emphasize, 
however,  that  in  the  public  health  profes¬ 
sions  we  stand  at  the  microchemical  fron¬ 
tier. 

We  know  that  the  biological  effects  of 
some  chemicals  in  our  environment,  and  of 
low-level  radiation,  may  build  up  over  long 
periods  of  time.  The  hazard  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual  may  well  be  related  to  the  cumula¬ 
tive  total  of  radiation  or  toxic  chemicals 
received  throughout  his  lifespan,  continu¬ 
ously  or  intermittently,  whether  their  source 
be  water,  air,  food,  or  any  of  several  others. 
A  substance  like  lead,  for  example,  coming 
from  such  sources  as  agricultural  sprays 
and  automotive  exhausts,  is  present  in 
food,  water,  air,  and  tobacco. 

The  effect  on  human  health  of  the  con¬ 
temporary  environment  cannot  be  neatly 
packaged  in  mutually  exclusive  categories 
labeled  “water  pollution,”  “air  pollution,” 
“radiation,”  “occupational  health.”  The  in¬ 
dividual’s  health  is,  at  root,  indivisible.  The 
total  environment  has  a  cumulative  impact 
upon  it. 

PROGRESS  IN  POLLUTION  CONTROL 

The  present  Robert  A.  Taft  Sanitary  En¬ 
gineering  Center  is  the  largest  research  en¬ 
terprise  of  its  kind  in  the  world.  Among 
its  recent  accomplishments  has  been  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  new  and  extremely  sensitive 
devices  to  extract  and  identify  organic  com¬ 
pounds  in  extremely  small  amounts.  Other 
developments  at  the  center  include  new  cri¬ 
teria  for  using  sand  filters  in  water-treat¬ 
ment  plants,  and  a  successful  pilot  project 
of  a  sewage-treatment  procedure  applicable 
to  housing  subdivisions  beyond  the  reach  of 
metropolitan  sewer  systems.  Among  the 
many  basic  problems  now  under  study  are 
methods  of  identifying  compounds  present 
in  wastes  and  determining  whether  or  not 
these  compounds  can  be  successfully  as¬ 
similated  by  the  treatment  plant  or  the 
stream. 

We  recognize,  of  course,  that  even  this 
greatly  accelerated  research  effort  is  only  a 
beginning.  Research  must  be  expanded  and 
diversified  manifold,  not  only  in  Public 
Health  Service  installations  but  also  at  uni¬ 
versities  and  other  research  centers  through¬ 
out  the  land. 

BASIC  DATA 

The  Public  Health  Service  has  initiated  a 
long-range  basic  data  program  which  includes 
among  others:  (1)  A  national  network  of  75 
stream  sampling  stations,  to  be  increased 
eventually  to  300,  on  interstate  streams  to 
measure  water  quality;  and  (2)  inventories 
of  water,  sewage,  and  industrial  waste  facili¬ 
ties  in  the  United  States,  published  at  regu¬ 
lar  intervals. 

INTERSTATE  ENFORCEMENT 

Where  pollution  of  interstate  waters  en¬ 
dangers  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in 
a  State  other  than  the  one  in  which  the 
pollution  originates,  the  Surgeon  General 
and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  are  empowered  to  take  action  to 
abate  pollution.  Enforcement  actions  have 
been  taken  thus  far  in  13  interstate  pollu¬ 
tion  situations,  involving  more  than  4,000 
miles  of  streams.  The  remedial  measures 
agreed  upon  will  include  the  construction  of 
some  $500  million  worth  of  waste  treatment 
facilities. 

CONSTRUCTION  GRANTS 

A  total  of  2,483  sewage  treatment  projects 
have  been  approved  for  Federal  construction 
grants  from  1956  through  November  30,  1960. 
Of  these,  1,246  are  completed,  717  are  under 
construction,  and  the  rest  are  awaiting  con¬ 
struction.  They  received  grants  of  $205  mil¬ 
lion,  and  the  total  project  costs  were  $1.2 
billion.  The  stimulating  effect  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  grants  is  seen  in  the  better  than  64 
percent  rise  in  sewage  treatment  plant  con¬ 
struction  since  the  grant  funds  became 
available. 
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PROGRAM  GRANTS 

The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
authorizes  $3  million  a  year  for  5  years  as 
grants  to  help  support  State  and  interstate 
pollution  control  programs.  The  States  are 
required  to  pay  from  one-third  to  two-thirds 
of  the  costs  of  these  programs.  In  general, 
the  States  have  been  able  to  expand  their 
operations,  and  some  have  initiated  new  re¬ 
search  and  stream  surveys  as  a  result  of  the 
grants.  Appropriations  by  the  States  for 
water  pollution  control  activities  have  risen 
from  $4.2  million  (in  1956)  to  $6.5  million 
(in  1959)  since  the  program  grants  became 
available. 

TRAINING 

The  Public  Health  Service  offers  advanced 
training  for  engineers,  chemists,  and  other 
scientists  and  technicians  from  Federal  and 
State  agencies,  municipalities,  industries, 
and  foreign  countries,  as  another  of  its  serv¬ 
ices  designed  to  aid  the  States  and  other 
allied  agencies  and  organizations. 

THE  SHAPE  OP  THE  FUTURE 

There  has  been  genuine  progress  in  pollu¬ 
tion  control.  There  has  been  a  heightened 
willingness  on  the  part  of  the  many  agencies 
and  groups  concerned  to  assume  their  right¬ 
ful  responsibilities.  In  short,  there  is  cause 
for  encouragement. 

There  is  not,  however,  cause  for  compla¬ 
cency.  The  condition  of  our  waters  is  a  na¬ 
tional  disgrace.  It  is  tragic  for  the  world’s 
richest,  most  powerful  and  most  techno¬ 
logically  advanced  Nation  to  foul  its  own 
nest,  limit  its  own  growth,  and  threaten 
the  health  of  its  people. 

Plainly,  the  most  fundamental  responsi¬ 
bility  of  all  rests  at  the  source — with  the  mu¬ 
nicipalities  and  industries  concerned.  Our 
success  or  failure  in  pollution  control  will 
be  proportional  to  the  application  of  con¬ 
trol  measures  by  those  who  discharge  wastes 
to  the  waters. 

Clearly,  too,  the  States  must  continue  to 
be  keystones  of  our  pollution  control  efforts. 
Historically,  legislatively,  and  logically  the 
strength  of  the  State  agency  is  a  major  de¬ 
terminant  of  success  in  pollution  abatement. 

Finally,  there  is  an  unmistakable  Federal 
responsibility  derived  from  the  national 
scope  and  enormous  complexity  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  itself — a  responsibility  for  leadership  in 
research  and  investigation,  for  contributing 
to  an  enlightened  awareness  on  the  part  of 
both  the  public  and  the  professions  involved, 
for  aiding  and  strengthening  programs  at 
State  and  local  levels. 

Water  pollution  control  is  a  national  prob¬ 
lem  of  the  first  magnitude,  both  in  its  re¬ 
lationship  to  water  resources  development 
and  in  its  involvement  with  man’s  health. 
It  is  not,  however,  an  insuperable  problem. 
In  a  nation  such  as  ours,  we  can  find  enough 
money;  we  can  develop  enough  scientific 
and  technological  capability,  enough  public 
concern,  and  enough  mutual  confidence  and 
good  will  to  reach  a  balanced  solution. 


A  Matter  of  Survival 
(By  Albert  E.  Forster,  president  and  chair¬ 
man  of  the  board,  Hercules  Powder  Co., 
Wilmington,  Del.) 

The  responsibility  for  solving  the  water 
pollution  problem  belongs  to  each  individual 
American,  working  in  community  with  his 
neighbors  until  it  becomes  one  all-consum¬ 
ing  national  effort.  Every  American  con¬ 
tributes  to  the  problem  simply  through  the 
fact  of  his  existence,  and  because  of  his  in- 
sistance  on  a  high  standard  of  living. 

The  seriousness  of  the  water  situation  is 
the  fault  of  no  one  group  or  organization, 
yet  every  one  of  us  is  responsible  for  depleted 
stocks  and  increased  requirements.  Trying 
to  point  the  finger  of  blame  may  be  easy 
and  tempting  but  is  utterly  devoid  of  con¬ 
structive  criticism. 


Recently  there  was  proposed  a  three-part 
water  management  program  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  This  was  an  industry-oriented 
program,  one  which  I  wholeheartedly  en¬ 
dorse  because  it  takes  into  full  account  the 
equities  of  all  water  users.  This  program 
would  perform  the  following  three  steps: 

1.  By  areas,  the  present  and  future  bene¬ 
ficial  water  uses  of  an  area  would  be  deter¬ 
mined  and  enunciated.  These  uses  most 
certainly  would  include  the  disposal  of  in¬ 
dustrial  wastes  as  a  legitimate  water  use. 

And  at  this  point  I  would  like  to  emphasize 
the  word  “area.”  Water  problems  differ 
sometimes  radically  from  one  area  to  an¬ 
other.  The  answer  to  a  problem  in  Delaware 
might  be  totally  inadequate  in  California. 
For  that  reason  the  first  step  toward  any 
solution  of  water  resources  problems  must 
begin  within  the  area,  whether  that  be  a 
municipality.  State,  or  geographic  region. 

2.  Water  quality  criteria  would  be  estab¬ 
lished  to  protect  these  uses — criteria  which 
would  allow  maximum  use  and  reuse  of  the 
waters. 

3.  A  program  of  monitoring  to  maintain 
required  standards  would  be  established  and 
carried  out. 

This  proposed  program  springs  from  a  self- 
centered  motive — the  motive  to  survive.  It  is 
proposed  by  industry  which  is  facing  tre¬ 
mendous  problems  of  Industrial  waste  dis¬ 
posal.  It  is  carefully  thought  out  and  it 
preserves  the  equities  of  all  concerned. 

REUSE  OF  WATER 

We  are  apt  to  overlook  the  tremendous 
extent  to  which  the  reuse  of  available  water 
now  makes  the  same  million  gallons  of  water 
serve  many  masters.  It  is  estimated  that 
the  present  reuse  of  water  by  industry  ap¬ 
proaches  100  percent,  and  that  this  may  be 
expected  to  rise  to  400  percent  in  the  future 
— that  is,  one  gallon  of  intake  water  would 
be  used  five  times. 

It  is  obvious  to  those  of  you  here  today 
that  conservation  of  water  by  dams  and 
reserve  stocks  along  our  great  rivers  will 
assist  materially  in  the  near  future  both  for 
supply  and  pollution  control.  I  think  it  is 
also  obvious  that  the  desalting  of  sea  water 
on  a  cost  basis  which  we  can  bear  will  be¬ 
come  a  reality  before  too  long.  Neither  of 
these  factors,  however,  will  obviate  the  pres¬ 
ent  and  future  need  to  reuse  the  water  we 
have  many  times  over. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  your  consider¬ 
ation  a  program  and  philosophy  I  believe 
must  be  embraced  in  order  for  us  to  suc¬ 
ceed  as  a  Nation  in  solving  our  water  re¬ 
sources  problem. 

My  first  and  most  important  proposal  is 
that  water  resources  and  pollution  control 
be  considered  on  a  State  level,  with  funds, 
manpower  and  dedication  as  important  as 
highways  and  schools. 

In  too  many  States,  attention  has  been 
put  to  these  problems  only  when  everything 
else  has  been  budgeted,  if  indeed  any  action 
at  all  has  been  taken.  What’s  left  over  pro¬ 
vides  a  pitiful  amount  of  money  to  engage 
the  services  of  too  few  professionals  in  this 
field.  And  the  whole  program,  small  as  it 
is,  is  stripped  of  any  authority  to  do  any¬ 
thing  because  the  States’  lawmakers  are  so 
blind  to  the  critical  urgency  of  it. 

In  most  all  of  our  States,  the  greatest 
emphasis,  attention,  money,  and  public  sup¬ 
port  it  given  to  highways  and  schools.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  better  schools  and  highways  are 
needed,  and  undoubtedly  more  money  can 
be  wisely  spent  on  each  of  these  items.  But 
at  the  same  time,  we  must  allocate  more 
to  water  resources  if  we  insist  upon  con¬ 
tinuously  raising  our  standard  of  living. 

Therefore,  I  say  that  each  State  should 
have  the  necessary  facilities,  empowered  by 
the  necessary  laws,  and  staffed  by  the  best 
engineers,  so  that  the  overall  problem  is 
licked  first  on  the  State  level  and  working 


closely  together  with  other  States  or  inter¬ 
state  agencies  on  a  regional  level.  Guiding 
this  development  of  State  and  regional  con¬ 
trol  should  and  must  be  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  acting  very  much  as  our  research  and 
development  team  in  industry  does. 

State  and  interstate  control  agencies  must 
be  able  to  call  upon  the  Federal  Government 
for  guidance  and  counsel.  A  duplication  of 
research  effort  on  the  State  level  would  be 
impossibly  costly  and  futile  of  any  great 
achievement,  since  there  are  not  enough 
trained  personnel  to  go  around. 

Furthermore,  the  science  of  sanitary  engi¬ 
neering  is  finding  it  increasingly  difficult 
using  known  methods  to  solve  some  of  the 
problems  now  being  faced.  New  ones  are 
cropping  up  every  year. 

Therefore,  my  second  proposal  is  that  a 
vastly  increased  research  effort  be  brought  to 
bear  immediately  upon  the  water  pollution 
problem  under  the  guidance  of  the  Public 
Health  Service,  utilizing  to  a  far  greater 
extent  than  is  now  done  the  research  pro¬ 
grams  being  carried  out  by  industry  and 
private  foundations  on  this  common  prob¬ 
lem. 

Coordinate,  I  suggest,  all  of  the  existing 
extensive  research  done  on  water  pollution, 
find  in  that  manner  where  more  is  needed, 
and  then  organize  all  of  this  knowledge  and 
talent  so  that  it  may  be  immediately  avail¬ 
able  and  usable  to  anyone. 

What  will  it  take  to  carry  out  this  re¬ 
search?  Public  Law  660  of  1956  now  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  broader  research  program  within 
the  Public  Health  Service  and  for  greater 
Federal  cooperation  on  these  areas  through 
research  grants,  research  fellowships,  con¬ 
tract  research  and  training.  In  addition,  it 
provides  for  strengthening  the  broad  re¬ 
search  program  within  the  Public  Health 
Service. 

This  is  now  being  utilized  to  the  extent 
consistent  with  appropriations  being  made 
under  the  law  by  Congress.  It  is  evident 
that  these  are  insufficient.  Therefore,  in¬ 
creased  funds  should  be  made  available  by 
Congress  so  that  these  programs  in  research 
can  be  implemented  at  a  greater  rate. 

My  third  proposal,  I  sincerely  believe,  holds 
the  key  to  success  or  failure  of  our  common 
effort.  I  said  at  the  start  of  my  talk  that 
the  problem  of  water  management  in  the 
United  States  is  the  responsibility  of  every 
citizen.  Until  a  majority  of  our  citizens  are 
convinced,  first  that  a  problem  does  exist, 
second  that  we  have  no  choice  but  to  find  a 
solution — and  soon — and  third  that  they 
must  assume  their  share  of  responsibility  in 
the  solution,  we  as  a  Nation  will  fall  short 
of  the  solution  required. 

INFORMATION  PROGRAM  NEEDED 

In  simple  words,  I  am  suggesting  that  a 
well  planned  information  and  education  pro¬ 
gram  must  be  launched  and  carried  through 
to  success  if  we  are  to  solve  our  water  re¬ 
sources  problem. 

This  program  of  information  and  educa¬ 
tion  is  another  example  of  a  job  too  big  for 
any  one  of  us  alone.  We  must  establish  a 
common  ground  of  attack,  pool  our  resources, 
our  available  skills  and  funds,  and  then  move 
on  all  fronts  at  one  time  to  convey  in  many 
forms,  and  using  many  media,  the  vital  im¬ 
portance  of  water  conservation. 

Government  on  a  Federal,  State,  and  mu¬ 
nicipal  level,  industry  and  the  citizenry, 
must  work  out  together  the  management  and 
improvement  of  this  resource  in  order  that 
we  may  continue  to  live  and  grow  and 
prosper. 

In  the  last  few  decades,  I  submit  that  in¬ 
dustry  for  the  most  part  has  not  only  as¬ 
sumed  its  responsibility  in  the  conservation 
and  safekeeping  of  water  supplies,  but  has 
done  so  at  a  faster  rate  than  many  munici¬ 
palities  so  anxious  and  eager  to  have  indus¬ 
try  as  a  neighbor. 


1961 
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The  chemical  industry,  which  I  represent, 
has  been  outstanding  in  its  program  of 
water  pollution  control.  In  the  past  year 
alone,  more  than  a  hundred  million  dollars 
has  been  spent  by  the  chemical  industry  of 
the  United  States  on  water  pollution  control. 

Some  of  it  has  been  done  by  edict,  and  I 
will  be  the  first  to  admit  that  there  are 
now — and  perhaps  always  will  be — those 
members  of  the  business  community  who  re¬ 
quire  the  harsh  arm  of  the  law  to  make  them 
act  as  good  citizens. 

I  am  gratified  that  most  of  it  has  been 
done  voluntarily.  The  recalcitrants,  like  the 
bad  apples  in  any  segment  of  our  society, 
and  each  segment  has  them,  should  be 
treated  as  the  exception  to  the  rule  and  not 
be  allowed  to  blemish  the  reputation  of  the 
majority. 

In  developing  a  total  approach  to  ade¬ 
quate  water  supplies  we  must  consider 
maximum  utilization  of  our  flowing  streams. 
No  longer  can  we  afford  the  economic  loss 
from  recurring  periods  of  flood,  or  the  waste 
of  this  water  so  necessary  for  implementing 
dry  weather  flows.  Regulation  of  flow 
throughout  the  year  will  provide  additional 
summertime  volume,  thus  increasing  the 
assimilative  capacity  of  the  stream  as  well 
as  providing  additional  volume  for  use  by 
all. 

Such  a  program  for  harnessing  our  streams 
is  one  which  must  encompass  an  entire  wa¬ 
tershed  and  which  would  affect  several 
States.  It  is  therefore,  one  in  which  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  must  be  considered.  In 
such  a  national  approach  to  our  water  re¬ 
sources  problem,  flood  control,  power  genera¬ 
tion  (where  feasible  with  flood  control) ,  flow 
regulation  and  recreational  use  must  be 
completely  correlated  for  maximum  use  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  economic  benefits  to  be 
derived. 


Pollution  Is  A  People  Problem 
(By  Dr.  Ira  N.  Gabrielson,  president,  Wildlife 
Management  Institute) 

The  public  to  which  casual  reference  some¬ 
times  is  made,  and  whose  viewpoint  I  was 
asked  to  express  today,  is  the  sum  total  of 
all  the  people  who  use  water.  It  extends 
from  householders  to  farmers,  from  indus¬ 
trialists  to  recreationists,  and  from  city 
planners  to  businessmen  who  try  to  accel¬ 
erate  community  and  State  development  and 
advancement. 

Regardless  of  position  and  affluence,  we 
share  a  common  need  for  adequate  supplies 
of  uncontaminated  water.  We  benefit  from 
water  that  is  clean,  and  we  are  penalized 
by  that  which  it  dirty.  This  is  why  I  say 
that  water  pollution  is  a  problem  of  the 
people. 

The  head  of  the  family  ends  up  paying 
the  bill  regardless  of  the  pollution-control 
philosophy  that  is  followed.  He  pays  it  in 
the  form  of  extra  cents  on  his  shopping  bills 
when  the  costs  of  industrial  water  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  are  passed  to  the  consumer. 
He  pays  the  cost  as  taxes  which  are  levied 
to  underwrite  municipal,  State,  and  Federal 
programs. 

The  people  pay  in  another  way  when  pol¬ 
lution  abatement  responsibilities  are  ig¬ 
nored.  They  pay  by  having  to  live  with 
recurring  water  shortages,  blighted  neigh¬ 
borhoods,  impaired  health,  loss  of  industrial, 
business,  and  real  estate  revenues,  and  sacri¬ 
fice  of  social,  cultural,  and  recreational  op¬ 
portunities.  When  waste  treatment  belat¬ 
edly  comes  to  those  many  areas  where  it 
has  been  delayed,  the  people  still  are  going 
to  be  out-of-pocket. 

Some  appraisals  of  the  threat  of  water 
pollution  overlook  achievements  that  have 
been  and  are  being  made  by  industry,  agri¬ 
culture,  and  local.  State,  and  Federal  units. 
Progress  has  been  made  in  a  number  of 
important  ways. 

The  record  shows  clearly,  however,  that 
these  efforts  collectively  fall  short  of  the 


mark.  They  are  too  few  and  too  isolated  to 
have  substantial  impact. 

Much  more  must  be  done.  Research  must 
be  accelerated  and  the  findings  applied.  In¬ 
dustry  should  recognize  pollution  abatement 
as  a  regular  operational  expense.  Clean  wa¬ 
ter  requires  substantial  expenditures  at  all 
levels. 

A  contributing  factor  to  the  present  di¬ 
lemma  is  the  number  of  people  who  persist 
in  viewing  watercourses  as  sewage  and  waste 
disposal  channels  regardless  of.  the  difficul¬ 
ties  imposed  on  others. 

Inspired,  dedicated,  and  as  well  equipped 
as  the  staff  personnel  may  be,  State  pro¬ 
grams  are  hampered  by  the  unwillingness, 
reluctance,  or  inability  of  the  legislative 
tive  bodies  to  provide  necessary  appropria¬ 
tions.  Funds  for  State  agencies  have  about 
tripled  in  the  last  decade,  rising  from  $2.2 
million  in  1950  to  $6.5  million  last  year.  The 
average  State  and  jurisdictional  investment 
in  1959  was  approximately  $130,000,  a  grossly 
inadequate  sum.  This  weakness  is  further 
underscored  by  the  realization  that  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  $6.5  million  was  invested  by  four 
States. 

The  Federal  contribution  to  State  pro¬ 
grams  last  year  was  $2.6  million.  Federal 
funds  have  comprised  between  28.7  and  29.5 
percent  of  the  State’s  programs  during  the 
past  3  years.  The  record  also  shows  that 
State  investments  fell  off  during  the  years 
1953-56  when  Federal  assistance  was  not 
available. 

Federal  grants  and  assistance  programs  to 
the  States  are  not  recent  innovations.  The 
first  began  in  the  1870’s. 

It  is  my  personal  opinion,  and  one  which 
apparently  is  held  widely,  that  the  Federal 
program  of  grants-in-assistance  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  pollution  abatement  facilities 
presently  is  one  of  the  best  approaches  to 
this  national  dilemma  that  is  making  clear 
water  a  scarce  resource. 

FEDERAL  INVESTMENT  VITAL 

Federal  investment  for  the  protection  of 
our  surface  and  ground  water  supplies  is 
fully  as  vital  to  our  national  life  as  are  ex¬ 
penditures  for  defense,  post  office,  transporta¬ 
tion.  agriculture,  and  others. 

Only  three  States  have  substantial  grants 
programs  for  assisting  municipalities  in 
meeting  their  responsibilities  for  construct¬ 
ing  water  treatment  facilities.  State  leader¬ 
ship  toward  solving  water  pollution  problems 
continues  to  lag.  And  the  dim  prospects  for 
any  greater  participation  appear  to  be  the 
principal  reason  for  the  vigorous  support  of 
the  Federal  program  by  State  water  pollution 
control  administrators  and  sanitary  engi¬ 
neers. 

Water  pollution  control  has  outgrown  its 
classification  as  primarily  a  public  health 
problem.  Pollution  now  rates  full  member¬ 
ship  in  the  vexing  relationships  that  domi¬ 
nate  the  entire  water  resources  field.  Free¬ 
ing  water  of  contaminants  and  preventing 
the  introduction  of  additional  pollutants  is 
an  overriding  water  resources  challenge  of 
this  century.  This  technological  and  con¬ 
struction  gap  cannot  be  denied  parity  with 
flood  control,  storage,  navigation,  and  irriga¬ 
tion. 

There  is  concern  about  the  “Final  Report 
of  the  Study  Group  on  Mission  and  Organi¬ 
zation  of  the  Public  Health  Service,”  dated 
June  7,  1960,  which  recommends  inclusion  of 
the  water  pollution  control  functions  in 
a  Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Pollution 
Control  in  a  new  Bureau  of  Environmental 
Health.  Five  of  the  six  divisions  of  this 
Bureau  would  incorporate  functions  and  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  existing  organizational  units. 
This  plan  offers  no  boost  for  water  pollution 
control.  That  activity  already  has  divisional 
status.  Other  activities,  such  as  air  pollution 
and  occupational  health,  which  presently 
have  only  branch  and  program  status,  would 
be  elevated  to  divisions.  This  recommenda¬ 
tion  clearly  falls  short  of  public  expectations. 


Pollution  control  would  remain  a  sub-base¬ 
ment  activity  with  a  mission  that  is  primarily 
directed  toward  public  health.  The  pub¬ 
lished  public  record  makes  doubtful  con¬ 
gressional  acceptance  of  this  report. 

Extensive  amendments  to  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  are  being 
readied  for  introduction  in  the  87th  Con¬ 
gress.  These  proposals  most  likely  will  in¬ 
clude  the  status  of  the  program  within  the 
Federal  establishment,  construction  grants  to 
municipalities,  program  grants  to  States  and 
interstate  agencies,  extension  and  strength¬ 
ening  of  Federal  enforcement,  and  the  con¬ 
trol  of  polution  from  Federal  installations. 

Several  points  whose  acceptance  by  all 
water  users  would  do  much  to  assist  in 
achieving  pollution  control  objectives  are: 

1.  A  national  system  of  water  quality 
standards  from  a  health,  recreational,  in¬ 
dustrial  and  aquatic  life  basis  should  be 
developed  and  accepted  by  all  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  These  standards  should  be  en¬ 
forced  vigorously  and  uniformly.  Damage 
and  loss  should  not  be  required  as  proof  of 
pollution. 

2.  All  users  of  water  have  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  of  returning  water  with  all  wastes  re¬ 
moved  from  it  that  can  be  achieved  up  to  and 
including  ultracleansing  were  required.  The 
national  objective  should  be  to  keep  pol¬ 
lutants  out  of  streams.  The  design  capacity 
of  treatment  systems  should  be  computed  for 
maximum  treatment  of  wastes  independent 
of  the  estimated  capacity  of  streams  to  ab¬ 
sorb  and  stabilize  wastes. 

3.  Users  of  water  do  not  have  an  inherent 
right  to  pollute.  A  desire  for  clean  water 
was  the  foremost  viewpoint  expressed  in 
communications  from  national  membership 
organizations. 

4.  Public  awareness  programs  should  be 
expanded  at  all  levels. 

5.  The  public  should  insist  that  all  juris¬ 
dictions  accept  and  fulfill  responsibilities  to 
protect  the  national  well-being  by  keeping 
surface  and  ground  waters  free  of  pollutants. 

6.  Pollution  control  objectives  should  be 
achieved  by  use  of  construction  grants  for 
waste  treatment  facilities,  tax  amortization 
incentives,  watershed  erosion  control  meas¬ 
ures,  and  strengthened  law  enforcement  at 
local,  State,  and  Federal  levels. 

7.  States  and  municipalities  should  be  en¬ 
couraged  to  participate  more  fully  in  water 
pollution  control  activities.  Federal  per¬ 
suasion  and  leadership  should  be  provided  to 
obtain  acceptance  of  local  and  State  roles 
where  necessary.  The  Federal  Government 
does  have  responsibility  for  research,  en¬ 
forcement,  grants  assistance,  and  other  nec¬ 
essary  activities. 

8.  Federal  assistance  should  be  conditioned 
on  guarantees  of  stronger  State  programs  and 
improved  participation  in  pollution  control 
activities. 

Water  Pollution  Image 
(By  Mark  D.  Hollis,  Assistant  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  and  Chief  Engineer,  Public  Health 

Service) 

If  we  agree  that  water  pollution  results 
from  concentrations  of  people  in  a  progres¬ 
sive  dynamic  economy,  then  certainly  it 
should  surprise  no  one  that  we  have  today 
an  involved  and  complex  problem.  This  is 
simply  in  keeping  with  the  tenor  of  the 
times.  A  requisite  need,  perhaps,  is  to  break 
down  barriers  of  provincialism,  the  prejudices 
of  proprietary  interests,  and  varieties  of  nar¬ 
row  traditional  points  of  view,  too  commonly 
shared  by  so  many  of  us. 

What  is  now  important,  it  seems  to  me,  is 
to  see  whether  this  National  Conference  can 
stimulate  something  beyond  a  cool  air  of 
coexistence;  to  see  if  we  can  modify  the 
spirit  of  competing  interest,  of  conflicting 
interest — to  something  more  akin  to  a  spirit 
of  allied  interest,  of  common  goals  and  com¬ 
mon  objectives;  to  remove  the  feeling  of  in- 
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compatibility  between  the  reasonable  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  Nation’s  waters  and  the  ob¬ 
vious  necessary  use  of  these  same  waters  for 
the  final  disposal  of  liquid  wastes. 

As  we  look  ahead  two  decades,  by  1980, 
the  urban  population  will  be  in  the  200 
million  range.  The  population  depending 
on  surface  streams  for  drinking  water  will 
be  about  165  million.  The  sewered  popula¬ 
tion  will  be  at  200  million.  We  assume  all 
waste  will  be  treated.  Average  stream  flows 
will  be  the  same.  For  most  streams  the 
waves  of  pollution  shocks  will  become  some¬ 
what  additive — there  will  be  little  time  for 
the  stream  to  recover  between  such  shocks. 
Distances  between  waste  outfalls  and  water 
intakes  will  be  wedged  closer  and  closer  to¬ 
gether.  Hundreds  of  new  type,  more  per¬ 
sistent  pollutants  will  further  complicate 
the  situation. 

The  pollution  image  will  broaden  and  likely 
it  will  darken.  At  the  same  time  water  needs 
will  spiral  upward  toward  astronomical 
figures.  Repeated  reuse  of  waters  will  be¬ 
come  the  rule — not  the  exception.  Three- 
fourths  of  the  1980  population  will  live  in 
metropolitan  areas.  Six-times  reuse  of  the 
same  water  must  be  anticipated.  What  then 
will  water  quality  be  like?  What  will  the 
stream  environment  be  like.  What  about 
recreational  and  aquatic  values?  These  are 
pertinent  questions? 

Let’s  remember  that  waste  treatment  is 
partial  treatment — not  purification.  Treat¬ 
ment  is  designed  to  condition  the  waste  and 
reduce  its  pollutional  shock — with  the 
stream  completing  the  job.  For  most  areas, 
this  concept  is  still  workable  and  will  so  re¬ 
main  for  the  predictable  future.  Economi¬ 
cally  this  is  important,  because  costs  are 
quite  high  for  advanced  stages  of  treatment. 
On  the  toher  hand,  in  some  areas,  the  com¬ 
posite  residual  loadings  after  treatment  are 
already  overtaxing  stream  capabilities.  This 
situation  will  become  common  in  the  years 
ahead.  Improved  treatment  will  be  needed. 
This  is  one  of  the  several  new  situations  we 
must  face  as  we  move  toward  our  bright 
new  world. 

Today  metropolitan  and  industrial  wastes 
are  huge  in  volume  and  include  increasing 
amounts  of  new  type  synthetic  chemical 
contaminants.  Most  of  these  wastes  were 
practically  nonexistent  in  1940.  Now  they 
are  present  in  concentrations  up  to  500  parts 
per  billion  in  several  major  streams.  These 
synthetic  organics  do  not  break  down  like 
natural  organics;  they  are  persistent  over 
long  periods,  and  to  a  considerable  extent, 
they  are  not  removed  either  by  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  or  by  normal  water  purification  prac¬ 
tices.  We  have  much  to  learn  about  the 
behavior  of  these  new  contaminants  in 
streams,  their  relationship  to  natural  stream 
purification  phenomena,  and  their  long- 
range  subtle  effects  on  public  health,  on 
aquatic  life,  and  on  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supplies.  They  add  the  question  of 
toxicity  to  the  age-old  problems  of  typhoid 
fever  and  similar  diseases. 

CANNOT  IGNORE  POLLUTION 

This  aspect  of  the  pollution  situation  is 
characterized  more  by  what  we  don’t  know 
than  by  what  we  do  know.  This  is  not  the 
type  of  problem  that  should  be  “swept  under 
the  rug’’  and  forgotten.  It  needs  to  be  in 
the  oper  and  it  needs  to  be  worked  on.  For 
when  we  project  trends  for  a  decade  or  two 
this  aspect  of  pollution  does  have  sobering 
implications  and  creates  a  real  sense  of  ur¬ 
gency  for  research  action  now.  The  public 
health  aspect  of  water  pollution  again  moves 
front  and  center. 

PREVENT,  DO  NOT  CORRECT 

Let’s  remind  ourselves  that  we  are  in  the 
midst  of  an  era  of  accelerating  change — with 
ir  creasing  tempos  affecting  almost  every 
facet  of  our  daily  lives.  Pollution  control  in 
the  past  has  been  largely  corrective.  In  the 
future  it  must  be  preventive.  Remedial 


measures  must  replace  corrective  actions. 
The  tenor  of  the  times  and  the  complexity 
of  the  problem  simply  outmode  the  philos¬ 
ophy  of  postponement.  The  present  so  soon 
becomes  the  past  that  continually,  from  here 
on,  we  must  work  with  a  critical  eye  to  the 
future. 

We  must  remember  too,  that  when  we 
speak  of  1980  or  1990,  no  longer  do  we  mean 
some  far  distant  dim  future  that  the  next 
generation  might  worry  about.  On  water 
pollution,  the  need  for  clear  concepts  and 
principles,  for  stepped-up  research  and  bold 
action  cannot  be  postponed.  This  need  is 
not  tomorrow — it  is  today.  Perhaps '  even  it 
was  yesterday. 

We  must  recognize  that  we  cannot  enjoy 
the  great  advantages  of  modern  technology 
without  accepting  some  of  the  consequences. 
Pollution  is  one  of  these.  But  the  pollution 
impact  from  human  activity  in  these  areas 
of  “wall-to-wall”  people  can  be  moderated — • 
and  it  must  be  moderated.  How  clean  and 
pure  we  attempt  to  maintain  our  streams  is 
a  matter  of  economics  and  realities,  and  of 
values  both  tangible  and  intangible.  If  our 
objective  be  pristine  purity  for  purity’s  sake, 
we  can  easily  “price”  ourselves  out  of  prog¬ 
ress.  On  the  other  hand,  if  our  objective 
be  solely  the  dollar  sign,  continually  to  un¬ 
dercut  the  necessary  cost  of  controls,  we 
can  easily  “prosper”  ourselves  out  of  criti¬ 
cally  essential  water  resources.  Between 
these  extremes  come  the  tough  hard  choices. 

To  say  it  costs  too  much  to  prevent  ex¬ 
cessive  pollution  is  just  plain  nonsense.  But 
we  do  need  a  clear  understanding  and  a  clear 
definition  of  “excessive.”  Obviously,  pollu¬ 
tion  must  be  kept  below  the  levels  of  sig¬ 
nificant  personal  health  damage.  It  should 
be  kept  within  bounds  that  do  not  destroy 
recreational  and  wildlife  values.  It  is  de¬ 
sirable  to  keep  pollution  within  bounds 
which  preserve  the  natural  stream  habitat. 
For  every  stream,  each  of  these  levels  has  its 
corresponding  price  tag — and  you  can  be 
sure  that  the  cleaner  and  purer,  the  higher 
the  cost.  And  present  cost  will  move  upward 
where  there  are  ill-advised,  indiscriminate 
watershed  developments. 

In  other  words,  while  there  are  limits  to 
what,  can  be  accepted  as  technological  prog¬ 
ress,  there  are  also  limits  to  how  far  such 
progress  must,  or  will,  yield  to  desirable  but 
less  than  critical  aspirations.  The  difficulty 
always  lies  in  identifying  limits.  Certainly 
these  cannot  be  generalized — necessarily  they 
will  vary,  from  area  to  area,  and  from  stream 
to  stream,  depending  on  the  state  of  develop¬ 
ment  and  other  realities.  This  emphasizes 
the  need  for  development  of  truly  compre¬ 
hensive  water  use  programs — basin  by  ba¬ 
sin — with  some  means  of  assuring  strict  ad¬ 
herence  to  the  agreed-upon  plans  and  objec¬ 
tives.  With  a  few  exceptions — this  we  now 
do  not  have. 

In  these  times  we  must  learn  to  run  faster 
and  faster  to  stay  in  the  same  place.  An¬ 
nual  construction  should  be  $600  million — 
up  50  percent  over  the  current  rate — to  take 
care  of  the  backlog,  the  increasing  sewered 
population,  and  obsolescence — the  latter  will 
increase  substantially  in  the  sixties.  Assum¬ 
ing  the  industrial  waste  load  as  equal  that 
of  municipalities — and  certainly  it  is  no 
less — this  means  a  construction  rate  of  more 
than  a  billion  dollars  per  year  on  into  the 
future.  There  is  no  substitute — we  might 
as  well  face  it. 

In  the  backwash  of  all  these  tidal  waves, 
at  least  five  factors  need  to  be  underscored: 

1.  There  is  less  and  less  justification  for 
any  city  or  industry  to  discharge  untreated 
sewage  and  waste  to  the  waters  of  the  United 
States — especially  in  the  inland  waters. 

2.  For  most  cities  and  industries,  the 
treatment  requirements  will  shade  upward 
from  primary  treatment  to  at  least  secon¬ 
dary  treatment. 

3.  It  is  important  promptly  to  accelerate 
the  rate  of  constructing  treatment  works  to 


the  level  required  to  erase  backlog  and  to 
keep  up  with  growing  needs  and  obsoles¬ 
cence. 

4.  We  need  a  substantial  program  of  re¬ 
search  with  three  primary  objectives: 

(a)  To  assess  the  public  health  signifi¬ 
cance  of  the  growing  array  of  new  type  con¬ 
taminants. 

(b)  To  develop  practical  methods  for 
measuring  and  for  removing  dissolved  pol¬ 
lutants — for  application  where  wastes  have 
serious  toxic  potentials. 

(c)  To  develop  practical  supplemental 
treatment  methods  to  stabilize  further  the 
effluents  from  conventional  treatment.  This 
is  for  application  in  those  areas  where  stream 
use  justifies  almost  completely  stabilized 
organic  discharges. 

5.  Considering  pollution  from  all  sources — 
there  is  real  need  to  update  the  national  sys¬ 
tem  of  monitoring  streams. 

In  water  pollution  we  all  have  much  in 
common  and  much  at  stake.  Water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  is  now  big  business — it’s  impor¬ 
tant  business  and  it’s  urgent  business.  On 
a  tonnage  basis,  waste  treatment  is,  by  far, 
the  biggest  business  in  the  United  Sttaes. 
In  far  too  many  areas  it  has  been  a  neglected 
business — out  of  sight,  out  of  mind.  The 
only  way  to  control  pollution  is  to  treat 
wastes,  and  this  costs  money — lots  of  money. 
With  few  exceptions,  this  money  is  not  will¬ 
ingly  spent.  Hence,  public  understanding  is 
essential.  And  this  must  be  backed  up  by 
effective  regulatory  controls. 

This  points  up  the  great  need  for  public 
understanding  and  public  awareness.  We 
have  a  challenge  and  an  opportunity  to  speak 
out  on  this  pollution  situation.  Our  objec¬ 
tive  should  be  to  alert,  not  alarm — to  clarify, 
not  confuse.  As  we  move  ahead,  let’s  keep 
Mr.  Citizen  in  mind — because  so  much  de¬ 
pends  on  what  he  thinks,  and  wants,  and  is 
willing  to  pay  for. 


The  Legislator  Looks  at  Water  Pollution 

Presiding:  Dr.  Leroy  E.  Burney. 

Master  of  ceremonies:  John  Charles  Daly, 
member,  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory 
Board. 

Speakers: 

Hon.  Robert  S.  Kerr,  U.S.  Senator. 

Hon.  Francis  Case,  U.S.  Senator. 

Hon.  John  A.  Blatnik,  U.S.  Representa¬ 
tive. 

Hon.  William  C.  Cramer,  U.S.  Representa¬ 
tive. 

Senator  Robert  S.  Kerr,  of  Oklahoma, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on 
National  Water  Resources: 

“We  must  no  longer  endanger  the  na¬ 
tional  health  or  survival  by  permitting  a 
price  tag  to  prevent  action.  We  must  do 
what  is  required.  I  believe  this  will  be  the 
attitude  of  the  new  Congress  and  the  new 
administration . 

“The  time  for  just  talk  has  long  since 
passed,  and  I  am  sure  that  everybody  here 
is  fully  aware  of  that.  Vigorous  action  at 
every  level  of  government  has  long  been  an 
urgent  necessity,  and  becomes  more  so  daily. 
But,  for  whatever  reason  this  conference  was 
called,  it  can,  and  will,  accomplish  some¬ 
thing  real,  by  spurring  the  necessary  action. 
We  in  Congress  need  your  support  to  get 
this  job  done.  Why  isn’t  this  the  time  and 
place  to  start  an  organized  campaign? 

NEW  POLLUTION  BILL 

“On  the  opening  day  of  the  87th  Congress 
I  will  introduce  another  pollution  bill 
with  the  added  feature  of  a  stepped-up  pro¬ 
gram  of  research. 

[Editor’s  Note.— Senator  Kerr  has  intro¬ 
duced  the  new  legislation  which  includes  an 
increase  from  $50  to  $75  million  annually 
for  the  Federal  matching  funds  to  help  con¬ 
struct  municipal  sewage  disposal  plants. 
The  10-year  total  authorization  would  be 
$750  million.] 

“Thus  far,  research  has  been  so  inade¬ 
quate  that  the  question  of  pollution  ele- 
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ments,  not  yet  identified,  may  be  as  serious 
as  the  problem  of  neutralizing  and  handling 
the  pollution  already  known  to  exist.  There¬ 
fore,  greater  research  is  an  absolute  neces¬ 
sity,  not  as  a  vehicle  for  passing  the  buck, 
or  as  a  justification  for  delay.  It  is  a  neces¬ 
sity  as  a  means  to  find  ways  to  better  abate 
pollution,  and  to  do  it  more  rapidly  at  less 
cost. 

“I  quote  conservative  sanitary  authorities 
who  say  that  $600  million  annually  for  the 
next  8  years  is  the  minimum  required  for 
the  construction  of  disposal  facilities  of  hu¬ 
man  sewage  alone.  Added  to  this  is  the  cost 
of  handling  industrial  and  natural  pollu¬ 
tion,  plus  the  maintenance  of  a  steady  flow 
of  water  for  waste  dilution. 

“The  problem  of  water  pollution,  like  that 
of  municipal  water,  is  primarily  a  local  re¬ 
sponsibility.  Both  Federal  and  State  Gov¬ 
ernments  must  provide  leadership  and  assist¬ 
ance.  At  the  Federal  level,  I  intend  to  do 
all  I  can  to  help  pass  the  necessary  legis¬ 
lation  to  provide  both  incentive  and  enforce¬ 
ment.”  _ 

[Editor’s  Note. — Senator  Kerr,  pointing 
out  the  need  to  dramatize  the  menace  of 
water  pollution,  suggested  facetiously  a 
“mermaid  with  a  broom”  as  a  popular  sym¬ 
bol  necessary  to  awaken  the  Nation  to  the 
need  to  clean  up  its  streams.  Such  a  symbol, 
he  said,  “would  do  what  ‘Smokey  Bear’  and 
the  ‘Litterbug’  label  have  done  to  alert  the 
public  to  the  need  to  combat  forest  fires  and 
to  prevent  littering  of  streets  and  high¬ 
ways.”] 

Senator  Francis  Case,  of  South  Dakota, 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Senate  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee : 

“In  addition  to  the  millions  of  cubic  miles 
of  ocean  water,  how  much  more  salt  and 
otherwise  minerally  polluted  water  exists  in 
underground  pools  and  streams,  I  lack  the 
imagination  to  estimate.  But  our  knowledge 
of  artesian  supplies  and  shallow  wells  that 
are  heavily  saline  in  character  indicates  that 
a  tremendous  reserve  does  exist  when  man 
achieves  the  conquest  of  desalination  and 
demineralization. 

“We  are  at  work  on  this  job.  In  1952, 
Congress  passed  a  bill  which  authorized  a 
program  of  research  contracts  with  private 
and  public  institutions  in  the  desalination 
of  water.  It  attracted  little  general  attention 
at  the  time.  We  had  difficulty  getting  ap¬ 
propriations.  I  recall  once  when  a  Boston 
scientist  was  being  badgered  by  questions  as 
to  what  he  would  do  with  the  money,  he 
asked:  ‘If  I  knew  what  we  would  find  out,’ 
he  replied,  ‘we  wouldn’t  need  the  research.’ 

“But  we  did  get  some  funds  and  in  1953  re¬ 
search  contracts  were  made  with  some  of  the 
organizations  or  institutions  which  had 
shown  some  interest  in  the  field. 

“First  thoughts  were  of  sea  water  because 
of  its  abundance.  California  Congressmen 
Fletcher,  McDonough,  Phillips,  and  Engle, 
the  latter  now  Senator,  had  all  pushed  bills 
on  the  subject  in  the  House.  Senators  An¬ 
derson  of  New  Mexico,  O’Mahoney  of  Wyo¬ 
ming,  Cordon  of  Oregon,  Hayden  of  Arizona, 
Wiley  of  Wisconsin,  and  Johnson  of  Texas, 
were  among  those  most  active  in  the  Senate. 
My  special  interest  stemmed  from  a  fairly 
intimate  acquaintance  with  alkali  water  and 
its  brackish  cousins  in  the  arid  and  semiarid 
regions  of  the  West. 

“The  initial  program  was  organized  in  the 
Interior  Department  by  David  Jenkins  of 
Ohio.  Subsequently,  Secretary  Seaton  cre¬ 
ated  a  fullfledged  Office  of  Saline  Waters  and 
placed  former  Nebraska  Congressman  Dr.  A. 
L.  Miller  in  charge.  His  professional  knowl¬ 
edge  and  energetic  direction  have  done  much 
to  bring  the  program  to  where  it  now  is — 
one  of  the  most  promising  and  construc¬ 
tive  activities  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  whole  field  of  water  conservation  and 
utilization. 


“Research  contracts  on  various  proceses 
have  been  carried  on  with  both  oceanic  and 
inland  waters.  In  1955  we  extended  and 
expanded  the  original  authorization.  By 
1957  a  number  of  processes  showed  real 
promise.  Senate  committee  hearings  de¬ 
veloped  testimony  which  supported  the  be¬ 
lief  that  results  warranted  practical,  full- 
size  demonstration  plants.  In  1958  Congress 
passed  and  President  Eisenhower  approved  a 
bill  to  authorize  five  practical-size  demon¬ 
stration  plants — three  to  deal  with  sea  water, 
two  to  treat  inland  brackish  waters. 
“program  now  underway 

“This  program  is  now  underway.  The  lo¬ 
cation  and  the  processes  of  each  one  are  re¬ 
vealing  as  to  the  nature  of  this  water  pollu¬ 
tion  problem  and  the  range  of  solutions. 

“Plant  No.  1  is  now  40  percent  complete  at 
Freeport,  Tex  It  will  convert  1  million  gal¬ 
lons  per  day  of  gulf  waters  into  potable 
drinking  water  at  an  estimated  cost  of  97 
cents  per  1,000  gallons.  If  increased  to  a  10 
or  15  million  gallon  capacity,  the  cost  can  be 
cut  in  half,  it  is  believed.  This  plant  will 
use  what  is  known  as  the  long-tube  vertical 
distillation  process. 

“WATER  FROM  PACIFIC  OCEAN 

“Plant  No.  2  will  be  at  Point  Loma,  San 
Diego,  Calif.  Ground-breaking  ceremonies 
are  being  held  December  19,  1960.  It,  too, 
will  produce  1  million  gallons  per  day,  using 
water  from  the  Pacific  Ocean  in  a  multiple- 
effect  evaporation  process. 

“Plant  No.  3  will  be  at  Webster,  S.  Dak. 
Contracts  for  it  have  recently  been  signed 
and  construction  will  start  in  the  spring. 
This  plant,  using  electrodialysis  with  water 
passing  through  membrane  stacks,  will 
treat  waters  that  are  about  2,200  parts  per 
million  in  solids.  Many  towns  of  the  West 
have  a  constant  battle  with  such  waters  that 
eat  out  or  clog  water  pipes  and  sewerlines 
with  a  variety  of  effects  upon  the  human 
system.  Its  capacity  will  be  250,000  gallons 
per  day  and  the  cost  is  expected  to  be  in  the 
vicinity  of  50  cents  per  1,000  gallons. 

"Plant  No.  4  will  be  at  Roswell,  N.  Mex. 
There,  water  will  be  used  that  has  a  hard¬ 
ness  of  24,000  parts  per  million.  A  process 
will  be  used  of  forced  vapor  circulation  with 
drop  condensation. 

“Plant  No.  5  will  be  located  somewhere  on 
the  east  coast  of  the  United  States  to  work 
on  waters  of  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  The  proc¬ 
ess  will  probably  be  an  adaptation  of  na¬ 
tural  freezing  similar  to  one  that  has  re¬ 
ceived  considerable  publicity  for  use  by  the 
new  State  of  Israel. 

"Dr.  Miller  envisions  an  eventual  cost  of 
water  recovery  by  these  methods  approxi¬ 
mating  30  to  35  cents  per  thousand  gallons. 
This  can  be  put  alongside  of  an  average  dis¬ 
tribution  cost  for  American  cities  of  35  cents 
as  estimated  by  the  American  Water  Works 
Association. 

“The  contaminated  waters  of  the  Potomac 
River  flow  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  And 
even  the  longest  of  rivers  winds  at  last  into 
the  sea.  The  very  processes  of  distillation 
and  recovery  which  are  being  developed  in 
the  saline  water  program  may  offer  the  an¬ 
swer  to  many  local  water  pollution  problems 
with  which  your  conference  will  deal. 

“DISPOSAL  OF  ATOMIC  WASTES 

“And  may  I  remind  you  that  the  disposal 
of  atomic  wastes  probably  carries  the  ulti¬ 
mate  threat  in  water  pollution.  Radioactive 
raindrops  disturb  not  only  water  supplies 
but  milk  and  growing  crops.  Even  lead- 
lined  boxes  deposited  at  sea  offer  cause  for 
concern — especially  since  bathysphere  div¬ 
ers  last  summer  discovered  that  fish  living 
at  the  bottom  of  the  ocean’s  deepest  trench 
depend  upon  oxygen  carried  to  them  by 
deep-sea  currents. 

“One  of  the  staunchest  supporters  of  the 
desalination  program  has  been  Senator 
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Anderson  for  many  years  chairman  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy.  His 
interest  springs,  in  part,  from  his  belief 
that  what  is  developed  in  this  program  may 
be  important  to  man’s  survival  in  an  atomic 
age. 

"This  program  of  desalting  or  demineraliz¬ 
ing  the  great,  ultimate  reserves  and  store¬ 
houses  of  the  world’s  water  in  the  oceans  and 
the  underground  reservoirs  may  seem  so  vast 
as  to  be  discouraging  as  are  some  of  the 
profit-protecting  practices  employed  by  in¬ 
dustry  and  the  topsy-grown  habits  of  mod¬ 
ern  life  which  pollute  our  streams.  But 
progress  is  being  made.” 

Representative  John  A.  Blatnek  of  Min¬ 
nesota,  chairman  of  Subcommittee  on  Rivers 
and  Harbors  of  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee : 

“I  plan  to  introduce  extensive  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
when  Congress  convenes  in  January. 

“These  proposed  amendments  will  call 
for  (a)  greater  Federal  research,  (b)  ex¬ 
panded  Federal  enforcement  jurisdiction, 
(c)  stepped-up  Federal  aid  to  communities 
for  the  construction  of  waste  treatment 
plants,  (d)  extended  Federal  grants-in-aid 
for  State  pollution  control  activities,  and 
(e)  the  establishment  of  an  independent 
agency  in  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  to  handle  Federal  water 
pollution  programs  and  activities. 

“The  problem  of  water  pollution  has  been 
too  long  ignored  by  all  levels  of  government, 
by  industry,  and  the  public  as  well.  Despite 
12  years  of  Federal  efforts,  the  pollution 
problem  is  worse  than  ever,  costing  the 
Nation  over  a  billion  dollars  a  year  in  lost 
resources. 

“Water  pollution  is  no  longer  primarily  a 
health  problem.  The  control  of  pollution  is 
a  key  aspect  of  the  entire  water  resource 
problem.  Effective  pollution  control  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  permit  repeated  reuse  of  water  in 
the  coming  years  when  the  demand  will 
equal  and  exceed  the  supply. 

“Industry  opposition  to  Federal  pollution 
control  legislation  is  shortsighted  in  view 
of  industry’s  great  need  for  water.  Industry 
should  cease  its  opposition  to  Federal  grants 
to  municipalities,  especially  in  view  of  in¬ 
dustry’s  support  of  tax  benefits  for  them¬ 
selves  for  the  construction  of  industrial 
treatment  facilities.” 

Representative  William  C.  Cramer,  of 
Florida,  third-ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors  of 
the  House  Public  Works  Committee: 

“The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
of  1956  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  but  I 
plan  to  strengthen  the  act  by  introducing 
amending  legislation  in  the  87th  Congress. 

“Amendments  to  the  1956  act  will  have 
four  principal  objectives: 

“1.  To  strengthen  State  and  interstate 
water  pollution  control  programs. 

“2.  To  make  more  effective  assistance  to 
municipalities  in  the  construction  of  neces¬ 
sary  sewage  treatment  works. 

“3.  To  provide  for  more  effective  preven¬ 
tion  and  control  of  water  pollution  caused 
by  Federal  Government  installations. 

“4.  To  strengthen  the  role  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  abating  pollution  of  inter¬ 
state  waters. 

“I  intend  to  introduce  legislation  which 
would  extend  the  provision  for  Federal  grants 
to  State  and  interestate  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  agencies  for  administration  of  their  pro¬ 
grams. 

"This  legislation,  if  passed,  would  make  it 
possible  for  several  communities  to  get  in¬ 
dividual  Federal  grants  and  use  these  funds 
in  the  construction  of  a  single  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  facility. 

“I  would  make  all  interstate  navigable  wa¬ 
ters  and  coastal  waters  subject  to  Federal 
abatement  enforcement  authority  whether 
or  not  there  is  a  showing  of  interstate  pollu- 
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tion,  if  abatement  action  is  requested  by  a 
State  or  municipality  witb  tbe  concurrence 
of  tbe  State,  and  I  would  also  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  issue  orders  in  enforcement  actions. 

“Discharges  from  Federal  installations 
should  be  subject  to  administrative  findings 
and  recommendations  in  Federal  water  pol¬ 
lution  abatement  actions  conducted  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  © 

“X  believe  that  these  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  will  provide  an  improved  statutory 
base  for  the  Federal-State  water  pollution 
control  and  abatement  program. 

“With  the  shift  of  people  from  farm  to 
city  as  the  mechanization  of  farm  operations 
has  reduced  the  need  for  farm  labor,  it  is 
almost  trite  to  point  out  that  we  have  be¬ 
come  an  urban  nation.  What  is  of  greater 
significance  is  that  we  are  rapidly  becoming 
a  metropolitan  nation.  Between  1950  and 
1960,  over  85  percent  of  the  net  increases  in 
population  occurred  in  metropolitan  areas, 
and  it  is  estimated  that  by  the  end  of  the 
century  only  about  5  percent,  or  perhaps 
17  million  people  out  of  about  330  million, 
will  live  on  farms. 

“With  the  area  from  Washington-Norfolk 
to  Boston,  Mass.,  becoming  largely  a  metro¬ 
politan  area,  it  is  obvious  that  even  metro¬ 
politan  water  problems  have  become  inter¬ 
state  problems,  as  have  many  other  natural 
resources  problems.  This  fact  has  recently 
given  rise  to  numerous  requests  by  States 
for  interstate  compact  ratification  legisla¬ 
tion  by  Congress.  Such  compacts  obviously 
are  essential  and  can  serve  useful  purposes 
in  many  instances. 

“Constitutionally  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  authority  has  traditionally  been  mere 
ratification,  thus  permitting  the  States  to 
act  under  such  interstate  compact  authority. 
Recenly,  legislation  with  the  northeast  com¬ 
pact  bills  as  an  example,  proposed  a  drastic 
deviation  from  established  policies  by  pro¬ 
viding  for  actual  voting  participation  on  such 
compact  commissions  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  representatives,  including  the  right 
of  veto.  This  involves  a  very  serious  State- 
Federal  relationship  as  well  as  constitutional 
questions  which  resulted  in  the  Justice 
Department’s  opposing  this  approach  last 
session. 

“Concurrently,  with  this  growth  of  the 
metropolis,  a  rapid  increase  in  personal  in¬ 
come  and  in  general  living  standards  has 
taken  place  which  has  provided  people  with 
both  far  greater  leisure  time  and  means  with 
which  to  enjoy  it.  The  resulting  trek  to 
sun,  sand,  and  sea  has  resulted  in  a  boom 
in  my  own  home  State  of  Florida  which 
today  is  not  only  stimulating  enterprise  to 
provide  for  all  of  these  people  who  seek 
recreation  and  relaxation  in  a  benevolent 
climate,  but  has  induced  efforts  to  develop 
new  types  of  industry  and  commerce  to  pro¬ 
vide  economic  opportunity  on  a  year-round 
basis  for  our  tremendous  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion  which  this  boom  has  brought  about. 

“But  these  situations  have  brought  about 
a  most  important  bearing  on  our  national 
water  resources  picture.  Huge  quantities  of 
water  of  acceptable  quality  must,  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  be  provided  for  these  areas.  And  of 
even  greater  significance,  the  waste  products 
of  these  great  congregations  of  people  must 
be  properly  disposed  of  in  such  a  way  as  not 
to  foul  our  rivers,  lakes  and  oceans,  if  they 
are  to  continue  to  supply  not  only  water  for 
municipal  and  industrial  use,  but  for  the 
support  of  fish  and  for  the  creation  of  eif- 
vironmental  factors  required  if  we  are  to  en¬ 
joy  our  increasing  leisure  time.’’ 


Subcommittee  Report 
(By  Hon.  Thomas  A.  McCann) 

Neither  the  extent  nor  the  effects  of  water 
pollution  are  sufficiently  known  to  permit 
precise  agreement  at  this  Conference  on  the 
topic  assigned  to  panel  I,  “Water  Pollution 


and  Our  Changing  Times:  Effects  of  Pollu¬ 
tion  on  the  National  Health,  Welfare,  and 
Economy.”  But  an  analysis  of  the  papers 
and  discussion  indicates  that  the  future 
quality  of  our  water  resource  and  the  range 
of  human  needs  the  resource  can  serve  can 
be  as  high  or  as  low  as  we  wish  it  to  be, 
depending  on  the  values  we  wish  to  protect 
and  the  price  we  are  willing  to  pay. 

Known  threats  to  human  health  from 
water  pollution  under  existing  treatment 
levels  are  not  seen  as  catastrophic  by  public 
health  officials,  but  better  knowledge  of  the 
short  and  long-term  effects  of  pollutants 
may  show  dangers  where  none  are  now 
anticipated. 

Certain  minimum  steps  are  indicated  to 
minimize  threats  to  public  health  from  pol¬ 
lution:  investigation  of  potential  health 
hazards  as  an  integral  part  of  development 
of  processes  and  products  producing  pollu¬ 
tants,  and  preservation  of  uncontaminated 
water  supplies  and  regulation  of  waste 
disposal. 

The  information  needed  to  protect  pub¬ 
lic  health  can  be  obtained  only  by  the  com¬ 
bined  efforts  of  public  and  private  interests, 
inspired  by  a  keen  sense  of  responsibility  for 
water  quality.  Government  responsibility 
in  factfinding  should  be  exercised  in  a  strong 
and  foresighted  manner  in  order  to  provide 
sound  bases  for  action  programs.  Examina¬ 
tion  of  the  public  health  consequences  of 
technical  and  industrial  processes  must  be  a 
regular  and  necessary  part  of  research  and 
development.  The  eventual  cost  to  our  so¬ 
ciety  of  achieving  hygienic  security  will  be 
much  less  than  the  potential  cost  of  dealing 
with  the  effects  of  pollution. 

Effects  on  recreation  and  esthetic  values 
are  difficult  to  measure  because  the  judg¬ 
ments  on  use  of  water  for  such  purposes  are 
subjective. 

Impacts  of  pollution  on  fish  and  wildlife 
are  extensive.  The  TJ.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  has  stated  that  the  area  of  habitat 
rendered  unproductive  each  year  by  pollu¬ 
tion  is  greater  than  the  habitat  established 
by  all  public  agencies  conducting  wildlife 
restoration  programs. 

industry’s  water  needs  vary 

Impacts  of  water  pollution  on  industry  are 
difficult  to  generalize  upon  because  of  the 
almost  infinite  variety  of  industrial  uses. 
The  largest  industrial  use  is  for  cooling, 
where  a  wide  tolerance  in  quality  is  per¬ 
missible.  In  food  and  pharmaceutical  man¬ 
ufacture,  on  the  other  hand,  standards  well 
above  those  for  drinking  water  may  be 
necessary. 

Industrial  management  does  not  often 
seek  public  action  to  protect  its  water  sup¬ 
ply:  it  is  reported  as  inclined  to  accept  the 
burden  of  treating  the  water  it  needs  for  its 
processes.  Industrial  management,  for  the 
most  part,  believes  that  pollution  of  indus¬ 
trial  water  supplies  will  not  increase  to  more 
critical  levels  in  the  near  future.  Water 
quantity  and  quality  are  important  in  plant 
location  decisions;  so  is  the  extent  and  cost 
of  pollution  abatement  which  is  likely  to  be 
required  of  industry. 

The  problem  of  evaluating  pollution — of 
finding  acceptable  ways  of  comparing  costs 
and  benefits — is  very  difficult,  but  must  be 
resolved  if  specifics  are  to  supplant  generali¬ 
ties  as  a  basis  for  the  establishment  of  sound 
public  policy.  Documentation  of  pertinent 
kinds  of  water  quality  deterioration  is  neces¬ 
sary.  The  prime  difficulties  are  that  various 
pollutants  cause  varying  kinds  of  water  sup¬ 
ply  deterioration,  and  measures  of  pollution 
effects  vary  with  the  values  being  considered. 
A  pollutant  damaging  to  recreation  may  be 
harmless  to  industrial  users. 

A  precise  definition  of  the  different  kinds 
of  values  with  which  we  are  concerned  is 
essential.  At  least  three  kinds  of  values 
must  be  considered — health  values,  recrea¬ 
tion  values  including  esthetic  values,  and 
market  values.  The  relative  importance  of 


these  values  will  vary  with  changing  de¬ 
mands. 

Measurement  of  physical  and  biological 
relationships — to  relate  water  quality  to  vol¬ 
ume,  temperature,  etc.,  as  well  as  to  the 
usual  problems  of  waste  disposal — is  essen¬ 
tial. 

In  consideration  of  the  impacts  of  water 
pollution  on  our  changing  times,  the  sub¬ 
committee  members  assigned  to  panel  I  have 
prepared  a  series  of  recommendations  de¬ 
signed  to  protect  and  enhance  the  values  of 
the  water  resource.  The  subcommittee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  following  recommendations 
are  reasonable  and  warrant  vigorous  imple¬ 
mentation  : 

1.  We  recommend  that  the  conference  ex¬ 
press  its  conviction  that  the  goal  of  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement  is  to  protect  and  enhance 
the  capacity  of  the  water  resource  to  serve 
the  widest  possible  range  of  human  needs, 
and  that  this  goal  can  be  approached  only 
by  accepting  the  positive  policy  of  keeping 
waters  as  clean  as  possible,  as  opposed  to  the 
negative  policy  of  attempting  to  use  the  full 
capacity  of  water  for  waste  assimilation. 

2.  There  is  need  for  a  more  systematic  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  evaluation  of  water  pollution 
problems,  to  include  health,  esthetic,  and 
market  values.  A  framework  for  analysis 
must  be  developed  which  will  provide  a  rela¬ 
tively  precise  understanding  of  benefit-cost 

-and  which  will  form  the  basis  for  the  design 
of  public  policies  and  programs  for  effective 
water  quality  management. 

3.  States  should  develop  water  monitoring 
programs  for  bacteriological,  biological, 
chemical,  physical,  and  radiological  quality. 
This  work  should  be  coordinated  with  the 
efforts  of  an  expanded  national  water  qual¬ 
ity  Network  of  the  Public  Health  Service. 
More  data  should  be  collected  on  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  streams  both  before  and  after  water- 
pollution  abatement. 

4.  The  construction  of  municipal  waste 

treatment  facilities  should  be  expanded  im¬ 
mediately  with  continued  increases  to  keep 
up  with  population  growth  and  to  abate  the 
backlog  of  pollution  by  1970.  A  similar  pro¬ 
gram  expansion  should  be  applied  to  the 
wastes  from  industry.  m 

5.  Each  Federal  installation  should  be  re¬ 
quired  by  Congress  to  treat  its  wastes  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  standards  for  cities  and 
industries  in  the  area,  with  1964  set  as  the 
target  date  for  providing  minimum  treat¬ 
ment. 

6.  It  is  recommended  that  improved  meth¬ 
ods  be  developed  for  measuring  pollution 
abatement  progress.  New  engineering  pa¬ 
rameters  which  encompass  all  pollution 
components,  as  well  as  yardsticks  for  meas¬ 
urement  of  stream  quality,  are  critically 
needed. 

7.  The  administrative  level  of  the  water 
supply  and  water  pollution  control  activi¬ 
ties  in  the  Public  Health  Service  and  in  the 
States  should  be  commensurate  with  the  im¬ 
portance  of  this  problem. 

8.  We  recommend  that  public  policy  for¬ 
mally  recognize  the  recreation  value  of  our 
water  resources  as  a  full  partner  with  do¬ 
mestic,  industrial,  and  agricultural  values  in 
water  quality  management  policies  and  pro¬ 
grams. 

9.  We  recommend  that  appropriate  public 
and  private  agencies  mount  and  sustain  an 
expanded  program  of  public  information  to 
the  end  that  enlightened  public  opinion  can 
be  brought  to  bear  on  the  accomplishments, 
costs,  needs,  opportunities,  and  problems 
involved  in  water  quality  management,  not¬ 
ing  that  this  Conference  should  provide  a 
dramatic  opportunity  to  launch  such  a  pro¬ 
gram. 

10.  It  is  recommended  that  the  Public 
Health  Service  assume  leadership,  in  collab¬ 
oration  with  other  public  and  private  agen¬ 
cies,  in  collecting,  compiling,  and  publishing 
pertinent  data  on  the  toxicity  of  water  con¬ 
taminants.  This,  should  include  criteria, 
standards,  methods  of  testing,  and  safe  allow- 
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able  concentrations  for  human  consumption; 
also  that  efforts  be  made  to  stimulate  toxico¬ 
logical  and  epidemiological  studies  to  be 
made  to  determine  long-  and  short-range 
effects. 

11.  In  order  to  facilitate  assessment  of  the 
total  pollution  problem,  it  is  recommended 
that  particular  attention  be  given  to  accel¬ 
erating  the  collection  of  information  on  in¬ 
dustrial  waste  loading.  The  Public  Health 
Service  should  coordinate  collection  of  this 
information  on  the  national  level. 

12.  The  Conference  feels  that  financial  in¬ 
centive  should  be  provided  to  encourage 
industry  to  install  needed  waste  treatment 
facilities.  This  may  be  accomplished  by 
permitting  industry,  for  corporate  income 
tax  purposes,  to  charge  the  cost  of  non¬ 
productive  waste  water  treatment  facilities 
as  an  expense. 

Note. — During  the  discussion  period  fol¬ 
lowing  this  report,  there  were  a  number  of 
comments  made  with  reference  to  recom¬ 
mendation  No.  1,  especially  referring  to  the 
policy  of  keeping  waters  as  clean  as  possible 
as  opposed  to  using  the  full  capacity  of  water 
for  waste  assimilation.  The  recommenda¬ 
tion  as  written  received  general  agreement  in 
panels  I,  II,  III,  although  in  panel  III  two 
changes  were  suggested.  These  changes  are 
indicated  at  the  conclusion  of  the  panel  HI 
report. 

_ i 

Subcommittee  Report 
(Dr.  E.  A.  Ackerman) 

The  members  of  panel  II  regard  their 
assignment  as  one  of  the  more  difficult  at 
this  conference.  An  analysis  of  pollution 
control  as  a  means  of  increasing  water  sup¬ 
plies  requires  a  great  deal  of  the  informa¬ 
tion  and  expert  knowledge  which  came 
forth  in  panels  other  than  this.  Our 
panel’s  question  is  complex  because  we  not 
only  must  know  what  the  present  dangers 
are  but  also  what  impacts  various  types 
of  pollution  will  have  in  the  future  upon 
the  Nation’s  water  supplies.  We  must  know 
what  the  future  needs  for  water  will  be  for 
specific  purposes  and  total  demands  as  they 
extend  into  the  future.  We  must  know  how 
pollution  control  measures  are  to  be 
handled,  and  how  they  will  fit  into  our 
legal  and  administrative  systems.  This  job 
of  analysis  is  not  one  which  we  have  taken 
lightly. 

Participating  with  us  in  our  panel  sessions 
and  deliberations  have  been  representatives 
from  all  major  regions  of  the  country.  We 
have  listened  to  lawyers,  legislators,  engi¬ 
neers,  administrators,  geologists,  biologists, 
and  chemists.  Included  in  these  have  been 
Federal  Government  officials.  State  govern¬ 
ment  officials,  municipal  officials,  and  men 
from  private  industry,  private  foundations, 
and  trade  associations.  Speaking  for  the 
panel  subcommittee,  I  should  like  to  state 
its  consensus  in  comments  on  three  broad 
questions :  ( 1 )  How  much  do  we  know  about 
water  pollution?  (2)  What  can  we  see  for 
the  future?  and  (3)  In  areas  where  other 
water  needs  exist,  or  may  be  reasonably  an¬ 
ticipated,  what  should  be  done  to  minimize 
waste  disposal  demands  upon  water  re¬ 
sources? 

We  already  know  more  about  pollution 
and  pollution  control  than  we  put  to  prac¬ 
tical  use.  As  Mr.  Powers  observed  in  our 
session,  there  are  many  water  quality  in¬ 
telligence  programs  in  this  country.  These 
include  those  of  the  United  States  Geological 
Survey,  the  newly  established  National  Water 
Quality  Network  under  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  supervision,  regional  projects  like  the 
Ohio  River  Valley  Water  Sanitation  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  numerous  others  of  a  local  informa¬ 
tion  gathering  nature  by  private  industry 
and  municipalities.  Through  these  means 
we  have  a  reasonably  broad  picture  of  stream 
contamination  by  microbiotic  organisms  as 
indicated  by  the  coliform  bacteria,  and  much 
specific  knowledge  of  the  inorganic  and  or¬ 


ganic  contaminants  of  industrial  origin 
usually  found  in  urban  areas  or  in  densely 
settled  regions. 

We  have  a  reasonably  good  picture  of  the 
control  of  pollution  from  natural  causes. 
Indeed  the  reduction  of  sediment  in  streams, 
and  the  control  of  undesirable  dissolved 
solids  in  streams  may  offer  major  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  water  improvements. 

Carl  B.  Brown  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  stated,  “silt  pollution  is  a  major  de¬ 
terrent  to  the  effective  development  of  the 
water  resources  of  most  drainage  basins  in 
the  United  States.”  He  further  estimated 
that  annual  losses  from  silt  pollution  may 
be  on  the  order  of  $350  million  a  year  for  the 
country  as  a  whole.  Mr.  Brown  also  pointed 
out  that  substantial  amounts  of  our  reser¬ 
voir  capacity  are  lost  every  year  from  silt 
or  sedimentation.  He  further  noted  that 
about  two  trillion  gallons  of  water  must  be 
filtered  annually  to  remove  suspended  silt. 
We  know  the  sources  of  much  of  this  sedi¬ 
ment,  and  even  the  type  of  erosion  which 
causes  it.  Within  recent  years  even  metro¬ 
politan  areas  have  been  adding  their  incre¬ 
ment  to  the  sediment  load  of  streams,  as  sub¬ 
urban  development  has  soared. 

Yet  there  are  many  things  which  we  do 
not  know.  According  to  Mr.  Klassen,  for 
example,  adequate  analytical  methods  do  not 
exist  to  determine  the  quantitative  presence 
in  water  of  400  new  substances  for  washing 
clothes,  cleaning  cars,  killing  weeds,  con¬ 
trolling  insects,  and  other  uses.  According 
to  Mr.  Klassen  and  Mr.  Cunningham,  we 
need  to  accelerate  research  on  viruses  and 
means  of  their  control  as  an  additional  safe¬ 
guard  to  potable  water  supplies.  Dr.  Cot- 
tam  pointed  out  that  we  do  not  even  know 
the  total  consumption  or  production  of  all 
pesticides.  Mr.  Klassen  observed  that  pres¬ 
ent  laboratory  methods  for  determining 
water  quality  compliance  are,  in  most  in¬ 
stances,  giving  us  nothing  more  than  a  his¬ 
tory  of  conditions  that  existed  one  or  more 
days  previously.  Methods  are  needed  to  de¬ 
termine  what  conditions  are  at  a  given  mo¬ 
ment  so  that  better  knowledge  of  hazards  to 
water  can  be  ascertained. 

MORE  EFFICIENT  TREATMENT  NEEDED 

Finally,  treatment  processes  presently 
available  for  use  in  urban  waste  disposal  are 
less  than  90-percent  efficient.  For  that  rea¬ 
son,  treated  wastes  cannot  be  discharged  to 
receiving  streams  without  deterioration  of 
quality.  Economically  feasible  “totally  com¬ 
plete”  treatment  has  not  been  developed 
yet. 

If  there  are  gaps  in  our  knowledge  of  the 
present,  it  can  be  expected  that  the  gaps  are 
even  larger  as  we  look  at  the  future,  the 
contours  of  which  we  need  to  appraise  in 
answering  the  questions  put  to  this  panel. 
Surprisingly,  however,  we  do  have  some  im¬ 
portant  information  in  this  respect.  Recent 
inventories  of  the  relation  of  water  resources 
to  future  demands  indicate  that  on  22  major 
watersheds  of  the  Nation  5  will  show  a  de¬ 
ficiency  of  supply  as  compared  to  projected 
needs  in  1980.  This  means  that  for  these 
five  basins  there  will  be  a  demand  for  water 
which  can  be  produced  through  the  tech¬ 
niques  of  reuse  or  pollution  control.  Already 
some  such  water  is  in  use  in  these  basins. 
The  greatest  prospective  deficiency  occurs  in 
the  Southwestern  States,  and  it  is  there  that 
quality  control  to  permit  water  reuse  be¬ 
comes  essential  for  future  economic  develop¬ 
ment.  Before  the  end  of  the  century,  three 
more  basins,  the  western  gulf,  the  upper 
Arkansas-Red  River  Basins,  and  the  Western 
Great  Lakes  area,  are  expected  also  to  be¬ 
come  deficient  areas.  On  the  other  hand, 
most  drainage  basins  east  of  the  Mississippi 
and  those  on  the  lower  Missouri,  the  lower 
Arkansas-White-Red,  and  the  Columbia  show 
adequate  supplies,  with  proper  conservation 
and  normal  control  measures,  even  at  the 
end  of  this  century. 


This  situation  does  not  describe  many 
difficult  subregional  and  local  situations. 
The  general  outline  is  such  that  Mr.  Banks 
stated,  “We  have  reached  the  point  where 
any  use  of  water  that  does  not  give  op¬ 
timum  economic  and  social  return  is  waste¬ 
ful.  Maximum  use  with  minimum  quality 
deterioration  must  be  our  goal  if  we  are  to 
so  budget  our  water  expenditures  that  the 
available  supply  will  be  adequate  to  meet 
our  growing  needs.” 

Probably  for  this  reason  several  endorse¬ 
ments  of  comprehensive  development  were 
made.  Descriptions  were  given  of  the  proc¬ 
ess  of  comprehensive  planning  as  it  is  now 
being  carried  on  for  the  southeastern  river 
basins  by  the  U.S.  Study  Commission,  South¬ 
east  River  Basins.  Such  development  has 
progressed  systematically  within  a  few  river 
basins,  like  the  Columbia,  the  Colorado,  the 
Central  Valley,  and  the  Missouri.  Com¬ 
pleted  planning  studies  for  comprehensive 
development  have  been  made  in  additional 
basins  as  for  the  New  England-New  York 
basins,  and  those  of  the  Arkansas-White 
River  Basins.  In  addition  to  the  southeast¬ 
ern  river  basins,  studies  are  in  progress  for 
Texas  rivers  and  in  the  Delaware  Basin. 

The  progress  of  comprehensive  develops 
ment  is  of  substantial  interest  to  those  in¬ 
terested  in  pollution  control.  It  is  basic  to 
any  knowledge  of  the  extent  to  which  pollu¬ 
tion  control  will  be  needed  as  a  source  of 
water.  Only  through  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning  can  we  obtain  an  estimate  of  total 
needs  over  a  reasonable  future  period.  Only 
through  comprehensive  planning  can  we  ob¬ 
tain  an  intelligent  picture  of  alternative 
sources  to  meet  these  needs.  At  least  two 
speakers  defined  comprehensive  development 
in  terms  of  plans  which  aim  at  the  maxi¬ 
mum  benefits  for  all  purposes.  One  sug¬ 
gested  that  this  be  in  terms  of  the  maxi¬ 
mum  contribution  to  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct. 

There  is  more  to  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  as  it  has  been  conceived  by  the 
speakers  than  engineering  and  technical  or¬ 
ganization.  A  legal  and  administrative 
structure  which  will  permit  the  progress  of 
such  development  and  management  is  a 
question  requiring  serious  attention.  Even 
though  comprehensive  plans  may  be  pro¬ 
ceeding  or  have  been  finished  for  a  number 
of  important  river  basins,  the  legal  support 
necessary  to  carry  out  comprehensive  water 
management  to  the  fullest  needs  study  and 
attention.  Our  legal  structure  may  or  may 
not  be  compatible  with  the  needs  of  com¬ 
prehensive  development.  Thus  the  concept 
of  water  quality  rights  was  introduced  by  Mr. 
Banks  as  almost  certain  to  be  a  needed  part 
of  the  legal  structure  of  the  future.  In 
many  of  our  States  we  now  have  water 
quantity  rights,  although  not  in  all,  but 
water  quality  rights  need  defining  and  leg¬ 
islative  sanction. 

It  appears  inevitable  that  as  water  quality 
deteriorates  and  interferes  with  established 
uses  of  water,  litigation  regarding  water 
quality  will  increase  in  frequency  and  mag¬ 
nitude.  Water  quality  rights  therefore  will 
achieve  greater  recognition  and  more  precise 
definition. 

In  connection  with  these  rights  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  water  quality  standards  arose. 
Some  speakers  stated  quite  emphatically 
that  no  standards  of  water  use  could  be 
applied  to  the  entire  country;  indeed,  that 
each  community,  or  each  river  reach,  pre¬ 
sents  an  individual  problem  in  water  quality 
standards.  Others  felt  that  this  may  be  a 
somewhat  narrow  interpretation  of  water 
quality  criteria.  There  are  certain  stand¬ 
ards  which  can  be  nationwide,  indeed,  uni¬ 
versal.  Thus,  our  knowledge  of  pathogens 
can  tell  us  what  will  make  people  ill  any¬ 
where,  and  permissible  levels  of  radioactivity 
will  be  the  same  anywhere.  However,  there 
are  a  number  of  criteria  which  can  be  only 
locally  or  regionally. 
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Out  of  these  and  many  other  interesting 
and  significant  statements  which  were  made 
in  the  course  of  panel  II  sessions,  the  sub¬ 
committee  has  developed  a  few  recommen¬ 
dations  which  it  offers  to  the  Conference. 

The  panel  recommends  the  following 
measures  to  facilitate  the  control  of  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  Nation’s  streams  and  under¬ 
ground  waters : 

1.  Comprehensive  development: 

Planning  for  the  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  of  each  major  basin  or  water  resource 
area  should  be  established  as  a  fixed  nation¬ 
al  policy.  By  comprehensive  development 
we  mean  the  application  of  integrated  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  design,  planning,  and  manage¬ 
ment  which  include  the  Joint  consideration 
of  ground  and  surface  waters,  systematic 
conservation  by  water  users,  and  the  treat¬ 
ment  and  management  of  waters  having 
substandard  quality.  Consideration  of 
every  appropriate  technique  would  be  a  rou¬ 
tine  part  of  planning  for  such  development. 

Such  planning,  insofar  as  feasible,  should 
include  consideration  of  all  important  in¬ 
dustrial  plant  sites.  An  early  and  important 
objective  should  be  a  systematic  program  of 
flow  regulation.  State  initiative  toward 
comprehensive  planning  should  be  encour¬ 
aged,  and  participation  by  all  major  inter¬ 
ests  should  be  encouraged.  The  objective 
should  be  one  of  eventually  producing  max¬ 
imum  total  benefits  from  all  economic  and 
social  uses. 

2.  Reservoir  site  acquisition: 

Provision  should  be  made,  legally  and 

financially,  for  the  identification  and  acqui¬ 
sition  at  an  early  date  of  reservoir  sites 
needed  in  the  execution  of  comprehensive 
plans.  The  mounting  population,  the  spread 
of  settlement,  and  general  intensification  of 
valley  land  use  otherwise  may  make  many 
good  sites  totally  unavailable  or  prohibi¬ 
tively  costly. 

3.  Water  quality  criteria: 

Provision  should  be  made  within  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  for  developing  the  water 
quality  criteria  which  are  suited  to  applica¬ 
tion  on  a  national .  basis.  However,  many 
water  quality,  criteria  are  not  uniformly  ap¬ 
plicable  because  of  the  effects  of  area  usage 
differences,  stream  characteristics,  and  other 
factors.  State  and  local  determinations  of 
some  criteria  also  will  have  to  be  made.  It  is 
recognized  that  periodic  revision  of  these 
criteria  not  only  will  be  in  order,  but  should 
be  sought,  as  new  data  are  made  available. 

4.  Water  quality  monitoring: 

Enlargement  and  extension  should  be 

made  of  the  water  quality  monitoring  pro¬ 
grams  now  in  effect,  so  as  to  reveal  more 
adequately  conditions,  existing  and  future, 
in  rivers  and  streams.  We  believe  that  the 
protection  of  the  public  health  and  the  pres¬ 
ervation  of  water  supply  sources  for  accepted 
beneficial  uses  require  such  extension  and 
enlargement. 

5.  A  national  credo: 

We  recommend  the  adoption  of  a  national 
credo,  to  be  given  as  wide  and  consistent 
publicity  as  is  feasible.  The  content  of  the 
credo  would  be: 

(a)  Users  of  water  do  not  have  an  inherent 
right  to  pollute;  (b)  users  of  public  waters 
have  a  responsibility  for  returning  them  as 
nearly  clean  as  is  technically  possible;  and 
(c)  prevention  is  just  as  important  as  con¬ 
trol  of  pollution. 

6.  Basic  research: 

It  should  be  regarded  as  an  obligation 
on  the  part  of  industry  to  undertake  basic 
research  which  will  determine  the  biotic 
and  other  effects  influencing  the  public 
welfare  of  the  products  they  distribute. 
This  should  apply  to  detergents,  insecti¬ 
cides,  pesticides,  herbicides,  fertilizers,  and 
other  microchemicals  and  microbiologicals, 
and  to  the  effects  of  metallic  wastes  such  as 
compounds  of  chromium  and  cyanide. 
Where  the  effects  of  these  or  other  health 
hazards  or  potential  public  nuisances  are 


not  adequate  treated  within  industry,  the 
Federal  Government  or  the  States  must 
provide  for  and  budget  such  research.  Ad¬ 
ditional  research  of  peculiar  public  re¬ 
sponsibility  includes  the  effect  and  inter¬ 
pretation  of  reducing  anaerobes,  nitrifying 
bacteria,  viruses,  protozoa,  and  other  biota, 
and  radiation  hazards. 

7.  Sediment  and  salinity  control: 

The  value  of  soil  conservation,  sediment 
control,  and  salinity  control  as  pollution 
abatement  measures  should  be  recognized 
through  planning  and  budget  in  our  Na¬ 
tional,  State,  and  local  resource  develop¬ 
ment  programs.  They  should  be  considered 
as  tools  to  be  applied  in  water  development 
and  management.  Pollution  abatement  is 
a  problem  with  roots  in  rural  land  use  and 
agronomy,  as  well  as  in  urban  congestion 
and  industrial  growth. 

(Note. — Dining  the  discussion  following 
the  presentation  of  this  report,  questions 
were  raised  concerning  the  implications  of 
some  of  these  recommendations.  Although 
no  changes  were  made  in  the  report  by  the 
chairman,  he  explained  the  intent  of  the 
recommendations  in  some  detail.  This  ex¬ 
planation  will  be  included  in  the  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  conference.) 

Subcommittee  Report 
(By  Dr.  Abel  Wolman) 

Panel  III  has  as  its  principal  objective  a 
comprehensive  study  of  the  various  prob¬ 
lems  involved  with  “keeping  water  clean.” 
This  broad  subject  included  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  Government,  industry,  and  the 
public  in  controlling  the  rising  volume  of 
pollution  in  the  Nation’s  rivers  and  streams. 

In  opening  the  session  on  the  not-so-in- 
nocent  theme  of  “keeping  water  clean,”  the 
panel  chairman  posed  several  questions  as 
a  framework  upon  which  the  discussion 
might  evolve.  These  questions  were  pot  in¬ 
tended  to  cover  all  of  the  problems,  but  they 
were  designed  to  point  up  some  of  the  issues 
which  are  associated  with  the  subject  of 
keeping  water  clean.  They  are  listed  as 
follows : 

1.  How  clean  should  the  Nation  maintain 
its  rivers  and  streams;  for  what  purpose; 
and  at  what  price? 

2.  What  are  the  responsibilities  of  private 
industry,  as  well  as  the  local.  State,  and 
Federal  Governments  in  keeping  water  clean? 

3.  How  can  public  sentiment  be  created 
and  maintained  as  part  of  the  continuing 
fight  against  water  pollution? 

4.  Who  is  to  pay  for  the  stepped-up  pro¬ 
gram  against  water  pollution? 

5.  What  are  the  inadequacies  of  various 
water  pollution  control  laws,  and  what 
should  be  done  to  strengthen  these  laws? 

The  subcommittee,  following  the  formal 
panel  session,  pursued  these  questions  at 
considerable  length  in  order  to  arrive  at  a 
set  of  recommendations  which  would  be  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  varying  points  of  view  rep¬ 
resented  at  the  session. 

Panel  III  developed  a  set  of  six  broad 
recommendations  which  spelled  out  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  Government,  industry,  and 
the  public  in  keeping  the  Nation’s  rivers 
and  streams  clean.  These  are  as  follows: 
i  1.  We  recommend  that  the  conference  ex¬ 
press  its  conviction  that  the  goal  of  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement  is  to  protect  and  enhance  the 
capacity  of  the  water  resource  to  serve  the 
widest  possible  range  of  human  needs,  and 
that  this  goal  can  be  approached  only  by 
accepting  the  positive  policy  of  keeping 
waters  as  clean  as  possible  as  opposed  to 
the  negative  policy  of  attempting  to  use  the 
full  capacity  of  water  for  waste  assimilation. 

2.  Administration  of  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  programs  on  State  and  interstate  streams 
should  continue  to  be  the  responsibility  of 
the  State  agencies  which  therefore  must  be 
supported  by  adequate  budgets  and  staffed 
by  competent  directors,  engineers,  scientists, 
and  related  professional  personnel.  It  is 
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essential  that  State  legislatures  appraise 
more  realistically  their  opportunities  and 
responsibilities  in  carrying  out  the  principle 
herein  stated  and  are  urged  to  take  appro¬ 
priate  action  where  necessary. 

3.  The  Federal  Government  has  clear  re¬ 
sponsibilities  in  its  working  relationship 
with  State  and  local  governments  with  re¬ 
spect  to:  research,  leadership  in  personnel 
training,  regulatory  procedures,  water  re¬ 
sources  inventories  and  investigations,  and 
standards  of  water  quality. 

No  agreement  was  reached  among  the  con¬ 
ferees  as  to  the  extension  of  authority  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  the  area  of  water 
pollution  control. 

4.  The  Federal  grants-in-aid  program  has 
provided  a  valuable  stimulus  to  the  control 
of  stream  pollution.  Other  methods  of 
financing  construction  of  sewage  and  waste 
treatment  works  deserve  thorough  study 
and  investigation  to  determine  the  most 
appropriate  means  available  or  which  might 
be  made  available  for  sound  and  equitable 
allocation  of  costs.  Several  other  means  of 
financing  were  suggested  in  one  or  two  pa¬ 
pers  presented  at  the  conference.  The  view 
of  the  Panel  Subcommittee  was  that  these 
should  be  listed  and  appraised  without  any 
commitment  on  the  part  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  as  to  which,  if  any,  should  be  rec¬ 
ommended.  It  did  suggest  that  these  and 
others  unnamed  should  be  explored  at  some 
subsequent  time: 

(a)  Incentive  grants  from  Federal  and 
State  appropriations; 

(b)  Guaranteed  bonds; 

(c)  Revenue  bonds; 

(d)  Marketing  long-term  revenue  bonds 
under  a  Federal  system  of  guarantees  such 
as  FHA-guaranteed  mortgages  or  loans  for 
defense  production  purposes; 

(e)  The  creation  of  a  “Water  RFC”  or  such 
Federal  finance  agency  to  discount,  purchase, 
or  collateralize  such  bonds  for  loan  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

(f)  The  earmarking  of  specific  taxes,  no¬ 
tably  from  Federal  licensing  of  pleasure  boats 
and  sale  of  fuel  to  all  waterborne  craft,  for 
water-pollution  control  purposes. 

5.  The  panel  agreed  that  State  statutes  and 
organizational  structures  for  water-pollution 
control  should  be  reviewed  and  strengthened 
or  revised  where  necessary.  The  following 
revisions  were  proposed  in  the  suggested  1950 
State  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  as  a  guide 
for  State  legislation  in  this  field.  The  pro¬ 
posals  were:  (a)  Vast  comprehensive  author¬ 
ity  in  the  State  water-poliution  control  agen¬ 
cy,  which  would  be  given  independent  status 
in  its  organizational  placement  in  State  gov¬ 
ernment;  (b)  insure  construction  of  munici¬ 
pal  treatment  facilities  ordered  by  the  State 
agency  by  authorizing  courts  to  direct  all 
necessary  steps,  including  bond  issues,  tax 
levies,  and  revenue  charges,  if  required;  (c) 
authorize  the  establishment  of  sanitary  dis¬ 
tricts  to  deal  with  local  pollution-control 
problems  beyond  municipal  limits. 

The  Panel  did  not  arrive  at  an  agreement 
on  these  proposals. 

6.  There  was  general  agreement  that  the 
public  needs  more  information  on  pollution 
and  its  abatement.  Government  agencies 
and  other  informed  individuals  should  make 
every  effort  to  present  the  facts  in  under¬ 
standable  form  for  use  by  individuals,  organ¬ 
izations,  and  the  general  media  of  communi¬ 
cation.  Such  material  should  include  fac¬ 
tual  information  and  suggested  methods  Of 
attack  as  have  been  discussed  by  the  Con¬ 
ference. 

In  making  his  report,  the  Chairman  of 
Panel  III  indicated  that  some  members  of 
his  panel  subcommittee  suggested  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  No.  1  originally  proposed  by 
Panel  in  should  be  deleted,  and  that  recom¬ 
mendation  No.  1  made  by  Panel  I  on  this 
same  subject  be  substituted  in  its  place. 
The  recommendation  suggested  for  deletion 
read  as  follows:  “The  national  goal  with  re- 
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spect  to  stream  protection  should  be  the 
safeguarding  of  water  quality.  Every  stream 
should  be  made  to  provide  for  the  fullest 
range  of  uses  for  the  type  of  society  served 
and  consistent  with  the  variabilities  within 
and  among  different  basins.” 

It  was  suggested  that  panel  I’s  recom¬ 
mendation  should  be  amended  to  include 
the  concept  of  economic  feasibility.  The  sub¬ 
committee  reported  that  although  there  was 
no  objection  to  including  this  concept  in 
the  recommendation,  the  limited  time  avail¬ 
able  did  not  permit  agreement  on  the  exact 
phraseology  and  recommended  returning  to 
the  original  proposal  to  delete  panel  Ill’s 
version  of  recommendation  No.  1  and  to  sub¬ 
stitute  that  of  panel  I. 

The  National  Technical  Task  Committee 
on  industrial  wastes  further  suggested  that 
recommendation  No.  1  should  be  modified 
to  express  the  conviction  of  the  Conference 
that  the  control  of  pollution  is  intended: 

(a)  To  protect  anc^  enhance  the  capacity 
of  the  water  resources  to  serve  the  widest 
possible  range  of  human  needs,  and 

(b)  That  this  goal  can  be  approached  only 
by  accepting  the  policy  of  keeping  water 
clean,  consistent  with  the  variabilities  with¬ 
in  and  among  different  river  basins. 

Subcommittee  Report 
(Dr.  Gordon  M.  Fair) 

The  awareness  of  American  public  authori¬ 
ties  to  water  pollution  reaches  back  no  more 
than  the  biblical  span  of  man’s  life.  Then, 
toward  the  end  of  the  19th  century,  as  to¬ 
day  also,  it  was  the  growing  urbanization  and 
industrialization  of  the  Nation  that  forced 
the  attention  of  the  public  to  the  need  ‘‘for 
protecting  the  purity  of  inland  waters.” 
Then,  as  today  again,  it  was  recognized  that 
the  problems  of  water  pollution  were  so  com¬ 
plex,  so  varied,  and  so  many  that  existing 
knowledge  was  not  enough  for  their  solution, 
that  existing  knowledge  would  have  to  be  ex¬ 
panded  in  pace  with  the  quickening  water 
requirements  of  the  country,  and  that  only 
by  the  synthesis  of  a  great  variety  of  subjects 
“requiring  for  its  achievement  the  organic 
cooperation  of  specialists  under  inspiring 
leadership,”  would  satisfactory  progress  be 
attained.  Then,  as  today,  therefore,  it  was 
realized  that  investigators  were  wanted  to 
carry  on  the  necessary  research,  that  money 
and  facilities  were  essential  to  the  success 
of  a  research  program,  and  that  men  were 
wanted,  too,  for  leadership  in  reducing  the 
discoveries  of  the  laboratory  to  practice. 

First,  the  State  and,  later,  the  Federal 
Government  were  asked  to  conduct  funda¬ 
mental  and  applied  research  in  laboratory 
and  field  on  the  relation  of  water  pollution 
to  the  development  of  water  resources  for 
municipal  and  industrial  uses,  and  on  the 
sanitation  of  water  supplies  for  the  preven¬ 
tion  of  enteric  disease. 

The  achievements  of  the  generation  that 
accepted  that  challenge  were  magnificent; 
so  great  were  they,  indeed,  that  by  the  end 
of  the  first  third  of  the  20th  century,  the 
machinery  of  public  water  control  could  set¬ 
tle  down  into  the  grooves  of,  more  or  less, 
complacent  routine.  Then  came  “the  great 
leap  forward”  in  population,  and  in  science 
and  industry.  Faster  than  seemed  believ¬ 
able,  the  industrial  revolution  of  our  age  in¬ 
tensified  the  competition  for  water  and,  at 
the  same  time,  its  degradation  by  ever¬ 
growing  and  ever-varying  pollutants,  rang¬ 
ing  from  thermal  factors  through  inorganic 
substances  to  organics  of  such  construction 
that  they  cannot  be  metabolized  by  the 
scavenging  hosts  of  micro-organisms. 

Parenthetically,  it  is  these  biological  work¬ 
men  to  which  we  look  for  returning  our 
lakes,  streams,  and  tidal  estuaries  to  natural 
cleanliness  by  themselves,  or  for  removing 
even  the  most  fractious  substances  com¬ 
mitted  to  water  by  household  or  factory,  in 
treatment  works  constructed  so  as  to  provide 


the  most  favorable  environment  for  the  op¬ 
erations  of  these  beneficient  microorganisms. 

MORE  SPECIALISTS  NEEDED 

Once  again,  therefore,  we  are  confronted 
by  great  changes;  changes  that  demand  of  us 
the  concurrent  creation  in  adequate  num¬ 
bers  of  specialists  and  leaders  and  stimula¬ 
tion  of  research,  that  through  analysis, 
synthesis,  and  reduction  to  practice  will  de¬ 
velop  the  technological  support  of  pollution 
control  that  is  promising  of  success  today. 
To  provide  the  sophistication  necessary  for 
a  successful  discussion  of  resources,  research, 
and  training  for  water  pollution  control  in 
our  times,  the  roster  of  specialists  that  was 
attached  to  Panel  IV  included  not  only  engi¬ 
neers,  but  biologists  and  chemists,  physiolo¬ 
gists  and  toxicologists  and  economists  and 
political  scientists  and,  according  to  Dr.  Gil¬ 
bert  White,  we  may  have  missed  the  boat 
by  not  including  geographers  and  anthro¬ 
pologists— not  only  figures  from  universities 
and  Government  agencies,  but  also  leaders 
in  industry  and  men  of  affairs. 

It  follows  that  a  very  wide  spectrum  of 
talent  considered  the  problems  that  we  face 
in  research  and  training  for  water  pollution 
control  and  brings  its  report  to  this  meeting. 

The  outlook  for  research  is  most  promising 
because  there  has  been  a  revolution  in  sci¬ 
ence  as  well  as  a  scientific  revolution.  To 
draw  a  distinction  between  these  two  con¬ 
cepts  that,  otherwise,  would  seem  to  be  iden¬ 
tities,  it  should  be  explained  that  the  scien¬ 
tific  revolution  has  brought  us  new  prod¬ 
ucts  and  capabilities  that  are  changing  our 
mode  of  life  and  our  environment,  whereas 
the  revolution  in  science  is  unifying  the  sci¬ 
entific  disciplines  and  making  it  possible  for 
scentists  to  understand  one  another’s  prob¬ 
lems  and  to  cooperate  in  their  solution  in 
radically  new  ways. 

A  striking  example  of  the  scientific  revolu¬ 
tion,  as  Prof.  A.  E.  Kennelly,  whose  name  is 
attached  to  the  Kennelly-Heaviside  layer, 
now  generally  called  the  ionosphere,  used  to 
suggest,  is  the  fact  that  we  can  send  a  mes¬ 
sage  around  the  globe  in  the  time  it  took 
for  the  cry  “land  ahead”  of  the  lookout  on 
Columbus’  ship  the  Pinta  to  reach  the  helms¬ 
man’s  ear. 

REVOLUTION  IN  SCIENCE 

To  exemplify  the  revolution  in  science, 
we  need  merely  to  attempt  to  define  the 
boundaries  between  the  formerly  well  es¬ 
tablished  compartments  of  science,  labeled 
physics,  chemistry,  and  biology.  Today  we 
find  it  largely  impossible  to  answer  a  ques¬ 
tion  such  as  “Where  does  physics  stop  and 
chemical  physics  begin?”  Or,  to  continue, 
where  shall  we  draw  the  line  between  chemi¬ 
cal  physics  and  physical  chemistry;  be¬ 
tween  physical  chemistry  and  chemistry;  be¬ 
tween  chemistry  and  biological  chemistry; 
between  biological  chemistry  and  chemical 
biology;  between  chemical  biology  and 
biology;  between  biology  and  physical  biol¬ 
ogy;  between  physical  biology  and  biological 
physics;  and,  to  come  full  circle,  between 
biological  physics  and  physics? 

The  destruction  of  the  barriers  between 
the  sciences,  not  by  interdisciplinary  or 
cross -disciplinary  cooperation,  but  by  the 
fusion  of  the  disciplines  themselves,  is  illus¬ 
trated  by  the  report  that  a  Nobel  prizewinner 
in  physics  plans  to  direct  his  future  work 
into  biology.  Such  indeed  is  the  nature  of 
the  revolution  that  is  taking  place  in  science 
itself.  In  a  sense,  therefore,  we  have  become, 
as  a  group,  like  medieval  man  who  as  a  nat¬ 
ural  philosopher  aimed  at  the  mastery  of  all 
human  knowledge. 

MATHEMATICAL  CONCEPTS  — 

Because  of  this  great  change  in  science, 
we  can  look  forward  with  assurance  to  the 
solution  of  almost  any  problem.  Among 
our  least  realized  capabilities,  it  should  be 
noted,  is  the  utilization  of  developing 
mathematical  concepts.  Whereas  the  time 


lag  between  the  discovery  of  scientific  prin¬ 
ciples  and  their  utilization  has  been  nar¬ 
rowed  progressively,  the  backlog  of  mathe¬ 
matical  ideas  has  continued  to  mount.  The 
promise  of  progress,  therefore,  remains 
great. 

But  let  me  turn  to  the  specific  report  of 
the  findings  and  recommendations  of  panel 
IV. 

The  panel,  as  you  will  see,  from  the  re¬ 
port  itself,  brings  in  certain  recommenda¬ 
tions  and  supports  these  by  certain  factual 
material.  Since  I  do  not  have  the  time  to 
read  the  entire  report,  I  shall  confine  myself 
to  reading  the  recommendations  of  the  panel 
and  indicating,  insofar  as  time  allows,  the 
nature  of  some  of  the  supporting  state¬ 
ments. 

Our  first  recommendation  is  related  to 
the  flow  of  engineers  and  scientists. 

1.  The  flow  of  engineers  and  scientists 
who  are  competent  to  advance  and  admin¬ 
ister  the  scientific,  technological,  and  eco¬ 
nomic  conservation  of  our  water  resources, 
including,  in  particular,  the  control  of  water 
pollution,  must  be  increased  promptly  by 
recruitment  and  training  of  basically  quali¬ 
fied  personnel  at  two  levels:  (a)  the  profes¬ 
sional  or  predoctorate  level;  and  (b)  the 
postdoctorate  level. 

Now,  the  reasons  for  this  are  that  we  do 
not  have  enough  engineers.  We  do  not  have 
enough  men  in  the  chemical,  physical,  and 
biological  sciences  to  deal  with  the  problems 
that  we  face.  We  must  reach  over  into  al¬ 
ready  established  scientific  disciplines  and 
entice  individuals  to  come  over  into  our 
field;  very  much  as  Dr.  Glazer  is  being  en¬ 
ticed  by  his  own  interests  into  the  field  of 
biology,  we  need  to  bring  people  from  chem¬ 
istry  and  biology  and  the  social  sciences  and 
mathematics  into  our  particular  area. 

There  are  about  5,500  practicing  sanitary 
engineers  of  whom  about  two-thirds  (3,700) 
are  engaged  in  the  development  and  control 
of  water  resources.  It  is  estimated  that 
about  280  newly  trained  men  are  needed 
yearly  to  maintain  present  strength.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  an  assumed  5-percent 
loss  per  annum  by  retirement,  death,  or 
defection.  About  100  additional  men  are 
needed  annually  to  keep  pace  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  population  growth,  and  350 
are  wanted  as  soon  as  possible  to  insure  the 
accomplishment  of  urgently  required  tech¬ 
nological  advances.  This  implies  doubling 
the  professional  population  in  12  years  and 
doing  this  in  the  face  of  growing  competi¬ 
tion  for  prospective  scientific  talent. 

Work  in  this  field  demands,  for  the  most 
part,  training  to  the  masters  and  doctorate 
levels.  The  current  annual  output  of  sani¬ 
tary  engineers  is  about  300,  of  whom  only 
about  130  have  earned  a  master’s  degree  and 
fewer  than  10  a  doctorate.  About  25  per¬ 
cent  of  these  advanced  students  are  trainees 
from  foreign  countries,  leaving  about  100 
with  significant  education  in  depth  for  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  sanitary  engineering  fields 
in  the  United  States.  Obviously,  this  is  too 
few  even  for  current  operations. 

The  universities  of  the  Nation  award  60,000 
master’s  degrees  per  year.  Of  these,  5,400 
are  in  engineering  and  17,000  in  the  physical 
and  biological  sciences.  Sanitary  engineer¬ 
ing  is  losing  out  badly  in  competition  for 
professional  talent,  therefore.  At  the  doc¬ 
torate  level  the  situation  is  even  more  dis¬ 
turbing.  Of  the  300-odd  doctorates  awarded 
annually  in  science  and  engineering,  less 
than  10  percent  have  been  in  sanitary  engi¬ 
neering. 

Data  are  lacking  on  the  existing  numbers 
of  qualified  chemists,  biologists,  economists, 
and  political  scientists  in  the  area  of  water 
resource  development  and  conservation. 
However,  both  quantitative  and  qualitative 
estimates  point  to  deficiencies  that  are  at 
least  proportional  to,  if  not  greater  than, 
those  in  the  engineering  group. 
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The  manpower  needs  for  research  are  par¬ 
ticularly  acute.  If  research  is  expanded  to 
an  estimated  requirement  of  $20  million  by 
1970  and  if  $20,000  will  sustain  1  investi¬ 
gator  for  1  year,  about  1,000  investigators 
will  have  to  work  in  this  field.  If  40  percent 
of  these  are  to  be  engineers  and  60  percent 
basic  scientists,  educational  institutions  will 
have  to  produce  400  sanitary  engineers  and 
600  basic  scientists  with  academic  training 
that  qualifies  them  for  research.  The  cur¬ 
rent  output  of  only  6  to  10  doctorates  in  all 
branches  of  sanitary  engineering  is  far  short 
of  meeting  the  need,  and  the  competition 
for  basic  scientists  is  so  great  that  a  de¬ 
termined  effort  must  be  made  to  recruit 
needed  numbers  of  research  leaders  in  the 
respective  fields  related  to  water  quality  con¬ 
trol. 

2.  The  capability  of  graduate  schools  or 
university  departments  of  engineering  and 
public  health  to  produce  a  sufficient  number 
of  engineers  and  scientists  who  are  able  to 
deal  effectively  with  the  mounting  problems 
of  water  resource  control  must  be  enlarged 
by  support  of  staff,  student  body,  and  teach¬ 
ing  and  research  facilities,  as  well  as  by 
grants-in-aid  of  research.  Interdisciplinary 
research  should  be  encouraged  in  particular. 
Because  the  use  of  personel  and  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  research  lie  in  the  public  domain,  the 
Federal  Government  must  be  expected  to  as¬ 
sume  a  substantial  portion  of  the  required 
financial  burden. 

A  solid  look  at  our  graduate  schools  shows 
that  they  are  not  too  well  prepared  for  such 
a  load.  The  capacity  of  45  schools  surveyed 
at  different  times  including  a  series  of 
direct  interviews  at  23  institutions  show 
the  following:  68  schools  report  the 
availability  of  graduate  training  in  sani¬ 
tary  engineering.  Of  these,  36  offer  training 
beyond  the  M.S.  degree.  Only  15  have 
averaged  3  or  more  M.S.  and  Ph.  D.  degrees 
per  year  since  1954.  An  additional  17  have 
averaged  at  least  1  but  less  than  3  per  year. 
Eighteen  of  the  schools  have  not  granted  any 
such  degrees  during  this  entire  period.  This 
is  neither  a  balanced  nor  an  efficient  organ¬ 
ization  in  a  nationally  vital  area. 

The  following  deficiencies  in  capacity  for 
research  and  training  are  estimated  to  exist: 

(a)  A  38-percent  increase  in  teaching 
staff,  and  operation  at  optimum  level  of  en¬ 
rollment,  will  provide  less  than  half  the  ex¬ 
pected  annual  requirements  for  personnel 
trained  at  the  graduate  level. 

(b)  The  expectations  of  an  increased  re¬ 
quirement  of  nearly  twice  the  present  re¬ 
search  activity  is  dependent  upon  acquiring 
both  the  added  personnel  for  teaching  and 
the  full-time  research  staff,  or  a  total  staff 
of  144. 

(c)  To  provide  the  desired  capacity  for 
training  and  research  will  necessitate  the 
addition  of  nearly  500  qualified  persons  for 
teaching  and  research. 

Corresponding  increases  in  research  funds 
and  facilities  are  required  to  sustain  needed 
investigators  and  to  provide  them  with  tech¬ 
nical  support  and  equipment.  Only  a  small 
fraction  of  the  Public  Health  Service  funds 
devoted  to  medical  research  is  going  into  re¬ 
search  for  water  supply  and  water  pollution 
control — currently  less  than  1  percent.  A 
committee  of  Congress  has  estimated  that 
the  national  support  of  needed  research 
could  and  should  increase  to  about  $3  billion 
by  1970,  and  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  expect  to  contribute  about  two- thirds 
of  this  amount.  If  we  apply  the  same 
growth  factor  to  research  in  water  supply 
and  water  pollution  control,  we  arrive  at  a 
national  research  budget  of  about  $15  mil¬ 
lion,  a  major  part  of  which  would  have  to  be 
financed  by  the  Federal  Government.  » 

3.  The  flow  of  research  findings  on  the 
water  environment  must  be  increased  and 
intensified  in  depth  as  well  as  breadth. 

Fundamental  research  is  needed  in  many 
aspects  of  water  pollution  control  includ¬ 


ing  determination  of  the  limits  to  which  re¬ 
ceiving  bodies  of  water  and  biological  as  well 
as  other  treatment  units  can  be  safely  loaded 
for  the  disposal  of  increasingly  complex 
waste  materials;  identification  of  the  role 
of  water  as  a  carrier  of  viral  diseases,  such  as 
infections  hepatitis;  and  studies  of  long- 
range  chronic  effects  of  trace  contaminants 
in  water. 

We  need  to  increase  our  research  effort  on 
the  behavior  and  fate  of  newly  introduced 
organic  contaminants;  and  newly  recognized 
viruses.  We  need  to  develop  more  effective 
means  of  removing  pollutants  from  water  in 
municipal  and  industrial  water  treatment 
plants;  more  effective  process  controls  of  in¬ 
dustrial  waste  discharges;  better  recovery  or 
utilization  of  industrial  process  wastes;  and 
more  sophisticated  industrial  waste  treat¬ 
ment  processes. 

Water  supply  and  pollution  trends  show 
that  one  of  the  most  pressing  problems  in 
water  quality  management  is  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  new  treatment  processes  that  will 
remove  more  of  the  contamination  from 
municipal  waste  waters  than  present  meth¬ 
ods  are  able  to  do.  Currently,  large  quanti¬ 
ties  of  water  must  be  made  available  to 
dilute  and  transport  the  residual  wastes  af¬ 
ter  treatment.  When  this  water  is  not 
available,  serious  pollution  hazards  may  re¬ 
sult. 

To  discover  and  develop  the  required  tech¬ 
nologies  will  demand  a  major  coordinated  re¬ 
search  program  utilizing  the  best  minds  in 
the  country  and  attracting  physicists,  physi¬ 
cal,  organic  and  biochemists,  toxicologists, 
hydrologists,  economists,  geographers,  and 
anthropologists  who  have  not  up  to  now  been 
seriously  engaged  in  water  pollution  re¬ 
search. 

4.  The  flow  of  treatment-plant  operating 
personnel  as  well  as  engineers  and  scientists 
working  the  wider  field  of  water  supply  and 
water  pollution  control  must  be  increased 
and  their  training  broadened. 

Two  types  of  training  are  generally  avail¬ 
able:  First,  in-plant  training  of  operating 
personnel  for  water  and  waste-water  treat¬ 
ment  works.  This  should  be  a  requirement 
of  all  municipal  sewage  treatment  works, 
particularly  of  those  benefiting  from  Fed¬ 
eral  aid.  Second,  academic  training  of  such 
personnel.  This  is  available  largely  through 
short-course  programs  and  conferences  in 
universities  and  colleges.  This  training  is 
most  desirable.  However,  the  means  and  re¬ 
sources  are  quite  limited  in  comparison  with 
the  number  of  technicians  that  will  be  re¬ 
quired  within  the  next  15  years  for  pollu¬ 
tion  control  purposes. 

5.  The  field  of  water  supply  and  pollution 
control  has  become  so  complex  that  we  must 
think  more  generally  than  in  the  past,  of  a 
multi-disciplinary  approach  to  the  solution 
of  developing  problems.  This  implies  the 
introduction  of  representatives  of  many  dis¬ 
ciplines  including  economists  and  political 
scientists,  as  well  as  applied  mathematicians 
and  physicists  to  this  field  and  the  creation 
of  requisite  institutes  or  centers  for  environ¬ 
mental  health  research  at  which  needed  per¬ 
sonnel  can  be  brought  together. 

Rapid  changes  and  increasing  complexity 
characterize  our  social  and  industrial  growth. 
Research  for  the  solution  of  today’s  prob¬ 
lems  calls  for  the  group  attention  of  scien¬ 
tists  from  the  physical  and  biological 
sciences,  sanitary  engineering,  applied  math¬ 
ematics  and  physics,  and  economics  and  po¬ 
litical  science.  The  making  of  headway  is 
hampered  by  lack  of  communication  with 
representatives  of  these  areas.  Unless  a 
challenging  program  can  be  developed  to 
encourage  increased  multidisciplinary  atten¬ 
tion  to  research  in  this  area,  we  must  be 
appprehensive  of  our  ability  to  cope  with 
environmental  health  problems  that  the 
technological  advancements  of  the  next  sev¬ 
eral  decades  promise  to  bring. 


Sample  problems  are:  operations  research 
or  systems  analysis  of  water  resources  de¬ 
velopments  including  water  quality  control; 
integration  of  water  purification  and  waste- 
treatment  processes  for  maximum  efficiency 
and  economy;  instrumentation  for  in  situ, 
wide-scale,  and  longitudinal  identification 
of  pollution  hazards  and  their  control  or 
prevention;  automation  of  sampling  and 
analysis  of  data;  automatic  computer  con¬ 
trol  of  treatment  operations  and  warning 
systems  for  special  hazards;  and  advanced 
methods  of  separation  or  destruction  of 
solids  in  water.  There  are  many  others  of 
like  complexity  and  challenge  that  can  be 
envisaged  as  lying  before  both  in  the  im¬ 
mediate  and  more  distant  future. 

6.  The  total  national  support  for  research 
in  water  supply  and  water  pollution  control 
should  be  increased  substantially. 

In  research,  funds  and  facilities  are  needed 
to  sustain  investigators  and  to  provide  them 
with  technical  support  and  equipment. 
Only  a  small  fraction  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  funds  devoted  to  medical  research  is 
being  applied  to  research  in  water  supply 
and  water  pollution  control — currently  less 
than  1  percent.  A  committee  of  Congress 
has  estimated  that  the  national  support  of 
needed  research  in  all  fields  of  science  and 
engineering  could  and  should  increase  to 
about  $3  billion  by  1970,  and  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  expect  to  contrib¬ 
ute  about  two-thirds  of  this  amount.  If  we 
apply  the  same  growth  factor  to  water  sup¬ 
ply  and  pollution  control,  we  arrive  at  a  na¬ 
tional  research  budget  of  about  $15  million, 
a  major  part  of  which  will  have  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Federal  Government. 

(Note. — During  the  discussion  that  fol¬ 
lowed  this  report,  it  was  suggested  that  a 
statement  be  included  favoring  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  four  Public  Health  Service  re¬ 
gional  laboratories  for  stream  monitoring 
and  applied  research  work.  As  an  alterna¬ 
tive  it  was  suggested  that  laboratories  be 
established  at  carefully  selected  universities. 
The  chairman  concurred  in  this  suggestion.) 


Federal  Role  in  Pollution  Control 
(By  Hon.  Arthur  S.  Flemming.  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare) 

I  am  happy  to  have  the  opportunity  of 
participating  in  the  first  National  Conference 
of  Water  Pollution. 

I  am  delighted  that  through  this  confer¬ 
ence  those  who  are  interested  in  the  ad¬ 
vancement  of  fundamental  and  practical 
knowledge  in  this  area  and  those  who  are 
interested  in  promoting  action  programs 
have  had  the  opportunity  of  getting  together 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

As  a  result  of  the  short  but  intensive  edu¬ 
cation  that  I  have  had  in  this  area  over  a 
period  of  the  last  2  y2  years,  I  am  convinced 
that  action  on  many  fronts  is  one  of  our 
Nation’s  most  pressing  needs. 

I  can  assure  you,  however,  that  I  will 
consider  all  of  the  conference  recommenda¬ 
tions  addressed  to  the  Federal  Government; 
and  if  it  is  possible  for  me  to  take  future 
action  designed  to  strengthen  the  role  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  this  area  I  will  do  so. 

In  addition,  I  believe  that  as  a  result  of 
the  privilege  I  have  had  of  serving  in  this 
office,  I  will  have  an  obligation  as  a  private 
citizen  to  do  everything  I  can  to  urge  sup¬ 
port  for  programs  that  are  designed  to 
strengthen  the  role  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  this  area. 

In  this  closing  address,  therefore,  I  am 
going  to  identify  the  steps  that,  if  taken, 
will  enable  the  Federal  Government  to  play 
the  role  it  should  play  in  dealing  with  the 
major  national  problem  of  water  pollution. 

Before,  however,  identifying  some  things 
that  I  believe  should  be  done,  I  want  to 
speak  first  of  all  about  some  of  the  things 
that  should  not  be  done.  I  refer  to  the 
proposal  that  some  have  made  to  transfer 
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responsibility  for  the  Federal  Government’s 
programs  in  the  water  pollution  area  from 
the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service. 

I  believe  that  such  a  move  would  result 
in  progress  in  this  area  being  retarded 
rather  than  accelerated.  Here  are  my  rea¬ 
sons: 

The  Public  Health  Service  over  the  years 
has  recruited  and  trained  for  service  in 
this  area  a  group  of  unusually  competent 
and  dedicated  public  servants. 

The  work  of  these  men  in  the  water  pol¬ 
lution  area  has  been  integrated  with  the 
total  program  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  enable  them  to  draw 
on  resources  that  could  not  possibly  be  du¬ 
plicated  at  ,any  other  point  in  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  men  who  have  moved  to  top  leader¬ 
ship  in  the  Public  Health  Service  recognize 
that  crusading  for  clean  streams  is  one  of 
their  major  responsibilities.  This  is  re¬ 
flected  in  the  way  in  which  they  press  both 
within  the  executive  branch  and  on  Capitol 
Hill  for  additional  resources  to  discharge 
this  responsibility  more  effectively. 

The  career  civil  servants  who  play  such 
an  important  role  in  the  conduct  of  all  of 
the  programs  for  which  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  respon¬ 
sibility  recognize  that  the  water  pollution 
control  area  provides  the  Department  with 
a  unique  opportunity  for  constructive 
service. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  but  that 
future  officials  who  are  placed  in  top  po¬ 
litical  positions  in  the  Department  will  also 
propose  and  support  programs  of  action  in 
this  area. 

Now  I  want  to  identify  what  I  am  going  to 
work  for  in  an  effort  to  make  the  Federal 
Government  a  more  effective  partner  with 
the  States,  municipalities,  and  private  organ¬ 
izations  in  the  crusade  to  clean  up  the 
streams  of  the  Nation. 

I  believe  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  continue  to  make  available  addi¬ 
tional  resources  to  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  for  the  collection  and  dissemination  of 
such  information.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  opportunity  for  leadership  in  this 
area  is  virtually  unbounded.  This  leadership 
will  rest  on  a  solid  foundation  only  if  the 
Public  Health  Service  is  provided  with  the 
resources  that  it  needs  to  bring  together  the 
facts  on  which  action  by  government  at  all 
levels  and  by  private  groups  can  be  based. 

I  believe  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  continue  to  make  available  addi¬ 
tional  resources  for  the  conduct  of  research 
programs  by  its  own  personnel  and  for 
making  grants  for  research  and  training 
projects  and  demonstrations  to  public  and 
private  agencies.  The  investment  that  has 
been  made  to  date  in  this  area  has  produced 
significant  results.  It  is  impossible  to  de¬ 
velop  sound  action  programs  to  deal  with 
many  of  the  problems  in  this  area  because 
we  have  not  yet,  through  research,  identified 
the  type  of  action  program  that  will  pro¬ 
duce  results.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that 
unless  we  do  increase  the  resources  that  are 
available  for  research  in  this  area,  we  are 
being  penny  wise  and  pound  foolish. 

I  believe  that  the  Federal  Government  can 
very  appropriately  make  additional  re¬ 
sources  available  for  giving  technical  assist¬ 
ance  to  State  and  interstate  agencies.  In 
transmitting  a  communication  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  last  spring,  I  included  in  it  this  state¬ 
ment: 

“With  the  improved  State  programs  that 
have  been  strengthened  by  Federal  program 
grants,  it  has  been  possible  for  the  Public 
Health  Service  to  put  more  of  its  resources 
into  the  larger  problems  requiring  assist¬ 
ance.” 

This  statement,  it  seems  to  me,  points  up 
the  fact  that  if  we  axe  willing  to  do  more 
than  pay  lip  service  to  the  idea  of  State  par¬ 


ticipation  in  these  programs,  we  can  get 
results. 

I  believe  that  the  authority  which  expires 
on  June  30,  1961,  to  make  grants  to  State 
and  interstate  agencies  to  assist  them  in 
meeting  costs  of  establishing  and  maintain¬ 
ing  adequate  water  pollution  prevention  and 
control  programs  should  be  extended  for  an¬ 
other  five  years.  Furthermore,  I  believe  that 
the  annual  appropriation  authorization 
should  be  increased  from  $3  million  to  $5 
million.  Here  again  the  Federal  Government 
is  provided  with  the  opportunity  of  stimu¬ 
lating  action  at  the  State  and  interstate  level 
which,  if  successful,  will  make  unnecessary 
Federal  involvement  in  direct  operating  pro¬ 
grams  in  this  area. 

I  believe  that  the  program  under  which 
the  Federal  Government  has  made  grants 
available  to  localities  to  pay  part  of  the  cost 
of  constructing  municipal  sewage  treatment 
works  has  been  a  very  successful  program. 
I  am  impressed  with  the  fact  that  during  the 
period  that  this  program  has  been  operating, 
for  every  Federal  dollar  that  has  been  spent, 
our  municipalities  have  spent  almost  five. 

I  believe  that  there  should  be  an  expansion 
of  the  activities  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
in  the  area  of  developing  comprehensive 
plans  for  water  pollution  control  by  major 
water  drainage  basins.  These  plans  must,  of 
course,  be  developed  in  cooperation  with 
State  and  interstate  agencies,  municipali¬ 
ties,  and  industry. 

I  firmly  believe  in  the  role  of  the  inter¬ 
state  compact  in  dealing  with  this  problem. 
I  believe  the  Federal  Government  should 
continue  to  encourage  and  to  lend  assist¬ 
ance  in  the  development  of  these  compacts. 

I  believe  that  steps  should  be  taken  to 
provide  for  more  effective  prevention  and 
control  of  water  pollution  caused  by  Fed¬ 
eral  installations.  A  step  can  be  taken  in 
this  direction  by  amending  the  enforcement 
section  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
so  as  to  provide  that  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  hearing  boards  set  up 
under  the  act  shall  include  specific  recom¬ 
mendations  relative  to  discharges  from  Fed¬ 
eral  property. 

I  believe  that  the  role  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  abating  pollution  of  interstate 
waters  should  be  strengthened. 

The  enforcement  procedures  now  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
provide  a  mechanism  for  bringing  into  play 
the  combined  strengths  of  State  water  pol¬ 
lution  control  agencies,  interstate  agencies, 
and  the  Federal  Government. 

These  procedures,  however,  are  now  au¬ 
thorized  only  for  cases  of  pollution  which 
are  damaging  to  health  or  welfare  of  per¬ 
sons  in  a  state  other  than  a  state  or  origin. 
I  believe  that  these  procedures  should  be 
made  available  also  whenever  there  is  pol¬ 
lution  affecting  legitimate  uses  of  the  waters 
of  any  navigable  interstate  stream,  whether 
or  not  there  is  interstate  pollution. 

I  also  believe  that  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  should  provide  a  mechanism 
for  the  initiation  of  enforcement  procedures 
by  a  municipality  adversely  affected  by 
water  pollution.  I  also  believe,  however, 
that  this  avenue  for  remedial  action  should 
be  limited  to  situations  in  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  or  State  Water  Pollution  Control 
Agency  has  concurred  in  the  municipality’s 
request. 

Likewise  on  the  basis  of  my  experience,  I 
believe  the  Congress  should  clarify  and 
strengthen  the  role  of  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in  the  en¬ 
forcement  process  by  providing  that  the  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations  of  the  hearing 
boards  shall  be  the  Secretary’s  findings  and 
recommendations  except  to  the  extent  modi¬ 
fied  by  him  and  providing  for  issuance  of  an 
order  (instead  of  a  notice)  by  him  for  abate¬ 
ment  of  any  pollution  found  to  exist.  Parties 
of  interest  should  be  provided  with  the  op¬ 
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portunity  of  appealing  the  order  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  the  U.S.  court  of  appeals. 

Finally,  I  believe  that  the  definition  of 
“interstate  waters”  in  the  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  should  be  amended  so  as  to 
include  all  waters  which  flow  across  or  from 
a  part  of  State  boundaries.  Coastal  waters 
would  be  specifically  included  within  this 
definition. 

In  conclusion,  I  have  been  tremendously 
impressed  by  the  team  spirit  that  has  been 
and  is  being  displayed  by  all  who  are  re¬ 
lated  to  this  major  national  problem.  I  do 
not  think  that  there  is  any  real  argument 
over  objectives.  From  time  to  time  disputes 
arise  as  to  the  factual  situation  that  con¬ 
fronts  us  and  as  to  the  best  methods  to 
follow  in  order  to  achieve  our  objectives. 

My  experience  with  the  enforcement  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
convinces  me  that  once  a  competent  and  re¬ 
spected  body  has  provided  interested  parties 
with  findings  of  fact  and  recommendations 
based  on  these  facts,  they  are  willing  to  go 
ahead  and  carry  out  the  recommendations. 

INDUSTRY  IS  COMPLYING 

As  far  as  I  can  recall,  there  is  not  a  single 
instance  where  industry  has  failed  to  move 
in  the  direction  of  complying  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  these  hearing  boards. 

Likewise,  governmental  bodies  have  shown 
a  willingness  to  comply  with  these  recom¬ 
mendations. 

There  is  one  exception  to  this  generaliza¬ 
tion,  namely,  St.  Joseph,  Mo.,  which  is  now 
being  followed  up  in  the  courts. 

Contrasted  with  this  one  situation,  how¬ 
ever,  is  the  fact  that  voters  went  to  the  polls 
in  November  and  approved  bond  issues  total¬ 
ing  over  $100  million  for  the  construction  of 
facilities  which  are  needed  in  order  to  carry 
out  the  recommendations  of  these  hearing 
boards. 

The  response  that  we  have  received  as  a 
result  of  action  taken  under  the  enforce¬ 
ment  section  is,  in  my  judgment,  a  reflec¬ 
tion  of  an  increasing  determination  on  the 
part  of  the  people  of  this  Nation  to  clean  up 
our  streams  and  waterways. 

By  your  presence  and  by  your  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  conference,  you  have  made  a 
major  contribution  to  the  achievement  of 
this  objective. 

I  look  forward  to  the  opoprtunity  of  con¬ 
tinuing  to  work  with  you.  I  am  confident 
that,  working  together,  we  are  going  to  get 
results. 

Conference  Summarization 

(By  Stuart  Finley,  documentaxy  film 
producer) 

During  this  conference  you  have  received 
about  260,000  words  of  prepared  texts. 
They  have  been  thrown  at  you  in  the  in¬ 
dividual  panel  sessions,  and  here  in  the 
main  hall.  When  you  get  home,  your  asso¬ 
ciates,  of  course,  are  going  to  walk  up  to 
you  and  ask,  “What  happened?” 

And  I  wonder  how  many  of  you  have  one 
succinct  sentence  that  will  describe  what 
the  lead  story  here  is.  I  dare  say  that  most 
of  you  have  not  analyzed  it  that  thoroughly 
yet,  and  the  process  of  assimilation  certainly 
is  going  to  take  a  while. 

Permit  me  to  summarize  what  I  have  seen 
and  heard  and  read  here.  The  measure  of 
success  of  this  conference,  as  I  see  it,  will  be 
the  degree  to  which  what  was  said  here  in¬ 
fluences  your  work  in  the  coming  years.  I 
might  add  parenthetically  that  the  Air  Pol¬ 
lution  Conference  of  a  couple  of  years  ago 
was  talky,  inconclusive,  nonspecific,  and  yet 
many  concrete  activities  of  great  value, 
stimulated  by  the  public  concern  generated 
there,  can  be  traced  directly  back  to  that 
meeting. 

This  National  Conference  on  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  has  developed  30  recommendations. 
Many  of  these  were  predictable  in  advance. 
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As  you  came  here,  you  expected  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  pollution  Is  bad  and  pre¬ 
cisely  this  happened.  Dr.  Burney  called  it 
“a  national  disgrace.”  Mr.  Lynch,  of  the 
Milwaukee  Journal,  called  it  a  ‘‘galloping 
national  disease.”  Mr.  Pox,  of  Resources 
for  the  Future,  Inc.,  put  it  realistically, 
when  he  said,  “The  word  ‘pollution’  connotes 
evil;  therefore  it  must  be  opposed.” 

But  disagreement  comes  on  this  point. 
How  bad  is  bad?  How  evil  is  evil?  or,  as  Mr. 
Gill  put  it,  “How  clean  is  clean?” 

On  this  question  there  is  a  tremendous 
range  of  opinion,  some  of  which  was  audible 
in  quotations  like  these,  for  example  from 
Panel  II: 

“We  recommend  the  adoption  of  a  na¬ 
tional  credo,  to  be  given  as  wide  and  con¬ 
sistent  publicity  as  is  feasible.  The  content 
of  the  credo  would  be :  ( 1 )  users  of  water  do 
not  have  an  inherent  right  to  pollute;  (2) 
users  of  public  waters  have  a  responsibility 
for  returning  them  as  nearly  as  clean  as  is 
technically  possible;  and  (3)  prevention  is 
just  as  important  as  control  of  pollution.” 

Panels  I  and  II  came  up  with  another,  even 
more  positive  synthesis:  "We  recommend 
that  the  Conference  express  its  conviction 
that  the  goal  of  pollution  abatement  is  to 
protect  and  enhance  the  capacity  of  the 
water  resource  to  serve  the  widest  possible 
range  of  human  needs,  and  that  this  goal 
can  be  approached  only  by  accepting  the 
positive  policy  of  keeping  waters  as  clean 
as  possible,  as  opposed  to  the  negative  pol¬ 
icy  of  attempting  to  use  the  full  capacity  of 
water  for  waste  assimilation.” 

In  sum,  then,  it  would  seem  that  we  must 
amend  our  first  area  of  agreement  somewhat. 
The  National  Conference  on  Water  Pollution 
is  not  unanimously  against  all  pollution. 
But  the  accent  should  be  on  the  positive — 
keep  streams  as  clean  as  possible,  rather  than 
working  them  to  death  digesting  wastes. 

There  was,  of  course,  another  view  as  ex¬ 
pressed  by  Leonard  Pasek:  “To  a  very  sub¬ 
stantial  extent,  American  industry — and 
thereby  our  economy — has  been  built  upon 
the  base  of  that  valuable  asset,  the  ability 
of  our  great  waterways  to  dilute,  assimilate, 
and  carry  away  industrial  wastes.” 

Another  question  considered  is  “How  well 
are  we  doing?”  The  answers  brought  out 
another  range  of  opinion — “Corrective  ac¬ 
tion  is  not  keeping  pace  with  the  problem,” 
and,  “In  the  last  few  decades  industry  for 
the  most  part  has  not  only  assumed  its  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  the  conservation  and  safe¬ 
keeping  of  water  supplies,  but  has  done  so  at 
a  faster  rate  than  municipalities.” 

At  the  banquet  on  the  evening  of  the  first 
day’s  session  you  heard  each  of  the  four 
Members  of  Congress  outline  their  proposals 
to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act. 

With  all  of  the  words  uttered  at  this  con¬ 
ference,  it  is  important  to  understand  that 
the  recommendations  drawn  up  must  neces¬ 
sarily  be  tentative.  This  is  a  political  fact 
of  life  at  the  beginning  of  a  new  administra¬ 
tion.  It  is  also  an  economic  fact  of  life  in 
a  society  in  which  the  equations  are  con¬ 
stantly  changing,  being  rebalanced. 

While  there  are  sharp  divergent  views  on 
the  methodology  for  accomplishing  water- 
pollution  control,  you  stand  agreed  that  it 
is  a  matter  of  vast  and  urgent  concern.  You 
stand  agreed  that  the  Federal  Government, 
interstate  agencies,  municipalities,  indus¬ 
tries,  and  the  general  public  must  augment 
their  present  efforts,  separately  and  jointly. 
You  stand  agreed,  I  think,  that  there  is  work 
enough  for  all  and  glory  enough  for  all. 

As  you  go  back  to  your  jobs,  I  hope  it 
will  be  with  a  sense  of  urgency,  and  perhaps 
with  a  desire  to  change  the  question  “Who’s 
in  charge?”  to  "How  can  we  work  together?" 


Recommendations  of  the  Conference 

1.  That  the  conference  express  its  con¬ 
viction  that  the  goal  of  pollution  abatement 


is  to  protect  and  enhance  the  capacity  of 
the  water  resource  to  serve  the  widest  pos¬ 
sible  range  of  human  needs,  and  that  this 
goal  can  be  approached  only  by  accepting 
the  positive  policy  of  keeping  waters  as 
clean  as  possible,  as  opposed  to  the  negative 
policy  of  attempting  to  use  the  full  capacity 
of  water  for  waste  assimilation. 

2.  The  adoption  of  a  national  credo,  to  be 
given  as  wide  and  consistent  publicity  as  is 
feasible.  The  content  of  the  credo  would 
be: 

(a)  Users  of  water  do  not  have  an  inherent 
right  to  pollute;  (b)  users  of  public  waters 
have  a  responsibility  for  returning  them  as 
nearly  clean  as  is  technically  possible;  and 
(c)  prevention  is  just  as  important  as  con¬ 
trol  of  pollution. 

3.  There  is  need  for  a  more  systematic  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  evaluation  of  the  water  pol¬ 
lution  problems,  to  include  health,  esthetic, 
and  market  values.  A  framework  for  analy¬ 
sis  must  be  developed  which  will  provide  a 
relatively  precise  understanding  of  benefit- 
cost  and  which  will  form  the  basis  for  the 
design  of  public  policies  and  programs  for 
effective  water  quality  management. 

4.  Planning  for  the  comprehensive  devel¬ 
opment  of  each  major  basin  or  water  re¬ 
source  area  should  be  established  as  a  fixed 
national  policy.  By  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  we  mean  the  application  of  integrated 
multiple-purpose  design,  planning,  and  man¬ 
agement  which  include  the  joint  considera¬ 
tion  of  ground  and  surface  waters,  syste¬ 
matic  conservation  by  water  users,  and  the 
treatment  and  management  of  waters  having 
substandard  quality.  Consideration  of  every 
appropriate  technique  would  be  a  routine 
part  of  planning  for  such  development. 

Such  planning,  insofar  as  feasible,  should 
include  consideration  of  all  important  in¬ 
dustrial  plant  sites.  An  early  and  important 
objective  should  be  a  systematic  program  of 
flow  regulation.  State  initiative  toward 
comprehensive  planning  should  be  encour¬ 
aged,  and  participation  by  all  major  interests 
should  be  encouraged.  The  objective  should 
be  one  of  eventually  producing  maximum  to¬ 
tal  benefits  from  all  economic  and  social 
uses. 

5.  Provision  should  be  made,  legally  and 
financially,  for  the  identification  and  acqui¬ 
sition  at  an  early  date  of  reservoir  sites 
needed  in  the  execution  of  comprehensive 
plans.  The  mounting  population,  the  spread 
of  settlement,  and  general  intensification  of 
valley  land  use  otherwise  may  make  many 
good  sites  totally  unavailable  or  prohibi¬ 
tively  costly. 

6.  The  value  of  soil  conservation,  sedi¬ 
ment  control,  and  salinity  control  as  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement  measures  should  be  recog¬ 
nized  through  planning  and  budget  in  our 
National,  State,  and  local  resource  develop¬ 
ment  programs.  They  should  be  considered 
as  tools  to  be  applied  in  water  development 
and  management.  Pollution  abatement  is 
a  problem  with  roots  in  rural  land  use  and 
agronomy,  as  well  as  in  urban  congestion 
and  industrial  growth. 

7.  That  public  policy  formally  recognize 
the  recreation  value  of  our  water  resources 
as  a  full  partner  with  domestic,  industrial, 
and  agricultural  values  in  water  quality 
management  policies  and  programs. 

8.  Administration  of  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  programs  on  State  and  interstate  streams 
should  continue  to  be  the  responsibility  of 
the  State  agencies  which  therefore  must  be 
supported  by  adequate  budgets  and  staffed 
by  competent  directors,  engineers,  scientists 
and  related  professional  personnel.  It  is  es¬ 
sential  that  State  legislatures  appraise  more 
realistically  their  opportunities  and  respon¬ 
sibilities  in  carrying  out  the  principle  here¬ 
in  stated  and  are  urged  to  take  appropriate 
action  where  necessary. 

9.  The  administrative  level  of  the  water 
supply  and  water  pollution  control  activities 
in  the  Public  Health  Service  and  in  the 


States  should  be  commensurate  with  the 
importance  of  this  problem. 

10.  That  State  statutes  and  organizational 
structures  for  water  pollution  control  should 
be  reviewed  and  strengthened  or  revised 
where  necessary.  The  following  revisions 
were  proposed  in  the  suggested  1950  State 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  as  a  guide  for 
State  legislation  in  this  field.  The  propo¬ 
sals  were: 

(a)  Vest  comprehensive  authority  in  the 
State  water  pollution  control  agency,  which 
would  be  given  independent  status  in  its 
organizational  placement  in  State  govern¬ 
ment; 

(b)  Insure  construction  of  municipal 
treatment  facilities  ordered  by  the  State 
agency  by  authorizing  courts  to  direct  all 
necessary  steps.  Including  bond  issues,  tax 
levies,  and  revenue  charges  if  required; 

(c)  Authorize  the  establishment  of  san¬ 
itary  districts  to  deal  with  local  pollution 
control  problems  beyond  municipal  limits. 

Panel  III  did  not  arrive  at  an  agreement 
on  these  proposals. 

11.  The  Federal  Government  has  clear  re¬ 
sponsibilities  in  its  working  relationships 
with  State  and  local  governments  with  re¬ 
spect  to:  research,  leadership  in  personnel 
training,  regulatory  procedures,  water  re¬ 
sources  inventories  and  investigations,  and 
standards  of  water  quality. 

No  agreement  was  reached  among  the  con¬ 
ferees  as  to  extension  of  authority  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  area  of  water 
pollution  control. 

12.  That  appropriate  public  and  private 
agencies  mount  and  sustain  an  expanded 
program  of  public  information  to  the  end 
that  enlightened  public  opinion  can  be 
brought  to  bear  on  the  accomplishments, 
costs,  needs,  opportunities,  and  problems 
involved  in  water  quality  management, 
noting  that  this  conference  should  provide 
a  dramatic  opportunity  to  launch  such  a 
program. 

13.  There  was  general  agreement  that  the 
public  needs  more  information  on  pollution 
and  its  abatement.  Government  agencies 
and  other  informed  individuals  should  make 
every  effort  to  present  the  facts  in  under¬ 
standable  form  for  use  by  individuals,  or¬ 
ganizations,  and  the  general  media  of  com¬ 
munication.  Such  material  should  include 
factual  information  and  suggested  methods 
of  attack  as  have  been  discussed  by  the 
conference. 

14.  The  Federal  grants-in-aid  program  has 
provided  a  valuable  stimulus  to  the  control 
of  stream  pollution.  Other  methods  of 
financing  construction  of  sewage  and  waste 
treatment  works  deserve  thorough  study  and 
investigation  to  determine  the  most  ap¬ 
propriate  means  available  or  which  might 
be  made  available  for  sound  and  equitable 
allocation  of  costs.  Several  other  means  of 
financing  were  suggested  in  one  or  two 
papers  presented  at  the  conference.  The 
view  of  the  Panel  Subcommittee  was  that 
these  should  be  listed  and  appraised  without 
any  commitment  on  the  part  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  as  to  which,  if  any,  should  be  rec¬ 
ommended.  It  did  suggest  that  these  and 
others  unnamed  should  be  explored  at  some 
subsequent  time: 

(a)  Incentive  grants  from  Federal  and 
State  appropriations; 

(b)  Guaranteed  bonds; 

(c)  Revenue  bonds; 

(d)  Marketing  long-term  revenue  bonds 
under  a  Federal  system  of  guarantees  such 
as  FHA-guaranteed  mortgages  or  loans  for 
defense  production  purposes; 

(e)  The  creaton  of  “Water  RFC”  or  such 
Federal  finance  agency  to  discount,  purchase 
or  collateralize  such  bonds  for  loan  purposes; 
and 

(f)  The  earmarking  of  specific  taxes, 
notably  from  Federal  licensing  of  pleasure 
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boats  and  sale  of  fuel  to  all  water-borne 
craft,  for  water  pollution  control  purposes. 

15.  The  construction  of  municipal  waste 
treatment  facilities  should  be  expanded  im¬ 
mediately  with  continued  increases  to  keep 
up  with  population  growth  and  to  abate  the 
backlog  of  pollution  by  1970.  A  similiar  pro¬ 
gram  expansion  should  be  applied  to  the 
wastes  from  industry. 

16.  That  financial  incentive  should  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  encourage  industry  to  install  needed 
waste  treatment  facilities.  This  may  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  permitting  industry,  for  cor¬ 
porate  income  tax  purposes,  to  charge  the 
cost  of  nonproductive  waste  water  treatment 
facilities  as  expense. 

17.  Each  Federal  installation  should  be  re¬ 
quired  by  Congress  to  treat  its  wastes  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  standards  for  cities  and 
industries  in  the  area,  with  1964  set  as  the 
target  date  for  providing  minimum  treat¬ 
ment. 

18.  Enlargement  and  extension  should  be 
made  of  the  water  quality  monitoring  pro¬ 
grams  now  in  effect,  so  as  to  reveal  more 
adequately  conditions,  existing  and  future, 
in  rivers  and  streams.  We  believe  that  the 
protection  of  the  public  health  and  the  pres¬ 
ervation  of  water  supply  sources  for  ac¬ 
cepted  beneficial  uses  require  such  exten¬ 
sion  and  enlargement. 

19.  In  order  to  facilitate  assessment  of  the 
total  pollution  problem,  it  is  recommended 
that  particular  attention  be  given  to  ac¬ 
celerating  the  collection  of  information  on 
industrial  waste  loading.  The  Public  Health 
Service  should  coordinate  collection  of  this 
information  on  the  national  level. 

20.  States  should  develop  water  monitoring 
programs  for  bacteriological,  biological, 
chemical,  physical  and  radiological  quality. 
This  work  should  be  coordinated  with  the 
efforts  of  an  expanded  National  Water  Qual¬ 
ity  Network  of  the  Public  Health  Service. 
More  data  should  be  collected  on  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  streams  both  before  and  after  water 
pollution  abatement. 

21.  Provision  should  be  made  within  the 
Public  Health  Service  for  developing  the 
water  quality  criteria  which  are  suited  to 
application  on  a  national  basis.  However, 
many  water  quality  criteria  are  not  uni¬ 
formly  applcable  because  of  the  effects  of 
area  usage  differences,  stream  characteristics 
and  other  factors.  State  and  local  determi¬ 
nations  of  some  criteria  also  will  have  to  be 
made.  It  is  recognized  that  periodic  revision 
of  these  criteria  not  only  will  be  in  order, 
but  should  be  sought,  as  new  data  are  made 
available. 

22.  That  the  Public  Health  Service  assume 
leadership,  in  collaboration  with  other  pub¬ 
lic  and  private  agencies,  in  collecting,  com¬ 
piling,  and  publishing  pertinent  data  on  the 
toxicity  of  water  contaminants.  This  should 
include  criteria,  standards,  methods  of  test¬ 
ing,  and  safe  allowable  concentrations  for 
human  consumption;  also  that  efforts  be 
made  to  stimulate  toxicological  and  epidemi¬ 
ological  studies  to  be  made  to  determine 
long-  and  short-range  effects. 

23.  The  total  national  support  for  research 
in  water  supply  and  water  pollution  control 
should  be  increased  substantially. 

24.  The  flow  of  research  findings  on  the 
water  environment  must  be  increased  and 
intensified  in  depth  as  well  as  breadth. 

25.  That  improved  methods  be  developed 
for  measuring  pollution  abatement  progress. 
New  engineering  parameters  which  encom¬ 
pass  all  pollution  components,  as  well  as 
yardsticks  for  measurement  of  stream  qual¬ 
ity,  are  critically  needed. 

26.  It  should  be  regarded  as  an  obligation 
on  the  part  of  industry  to  undertake  basic 
research  which  will  determine  the  biotic  and 
other  effects  influencing  the  public  welfare 
of  the  products  they  distribute.  This  should 
apply  to  detergents,  insecticides,  pesticides, 
herbicides,  fertilizers,  and  other  microchem¬ 


icals  and  microbiologicals,  and  to  the  effects 
of  metallic  wastes  such  as  compounds  of 
chromium  and  cyanide.  Where  the  effects  of 
these  or  other  health  hazards  or  potential 
public  nuisances  are  not  adequately  treated 
within  industry,  the  Federal  Government  or 
the  States  must  provide  for  and  budget  such 
research.  Additional  research  of  peculiar 
public  responsibility  includes  the  effect  and 
interpretation  of  reducing  anaerobes,  nitri¬ 
fying  bacteria,  viruses,  protozoa,  and  other 
biota,  and  radiation  hazards. 

27.  The  flow  of  engineers  and  scientists 
who  are  competent  to  advance  and  admin¬ 
ister  the  scientific,  technological,  and  eco¬ 
nomic  conservation  of  our  water  resources, 
including,  in  particular,  the  control  of  water 
pollution,  must  be  increased  promptly  by 
recruitment  and  training  of  basically  quali¬ 
fied  personnel  at  two  levels:  (a)  the  profes¬ 
sional  or  predoctorate  level;  and  (b)  the 
postdoctorate  level. 

28.  The  field  of  water  supply  and  pollu¬ 
tion  control  has  become  so  complex  that  we 
must  think  more  generally  than  in  the  past 
of  a  multidisciplinary  approach  to  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  developing  problems.  This  implies 
the  introduction  of  representatives  of  many 
disciplines  including  economists  and  polit¬ 
ical  scientists,  as  well  as  applied  mathe¬ 
maticians  and  physicists  to  this  field  and 
the  creation  of  requisite  institutes  or  centers 
for  environmental  health  research  at  which 
needed  personnel  can  be  brought  together. 

29.  The  capability  of  graduate  schools  or 
university  departments  of  engineering  and 
public  health  to  produce  a  sufficient  number 
of  engineers  and  scientists  who  are  able  to 
deal  effectively  with  the  mounting  problems 
of  water  resource  control  must  be  enlarged 
by  support  of  staff,  student  body,  and  teach¬ 
ing  and  research  facilities,  as  well  as  by 
grants-in-aid  of  research.  Interdisciplinary 
research  should  be  encouraged  in  particular. 
Because  the  use  of  personnel  and  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  research  lie  in  the  public  domain, 
the  Federal  Government  must  be  expected 
to  assume  a  substantial  portion  of  the  re¬ 
quired  financial  burden. 

30.  The  flow  of  treatment-plant  operating 
personnel  as  well  as  engineers  and  scientists 
working  in  the  wider  field  of  water  supply 
and  water  pollution  control  must  be  in¬ 
creased  and  their  training  broadened. 


Conference  Participants 

CONFERENCE  STEERING  COMMITTEE 

This  group  was  composed  of  highly  quali¬ 
fied  individuals  representing  municipal. 
State,  interstate,  industrial,  civic,  labor  and 
women’s  organizations,  and  other  citizens’ 
groups  having  an  interest  in  the  water  pol¬ 
lution  problem. 

American  Federation  of  Labor  and  Con¬ 
gress  of  Industrial  Organizations,  George  H. 
Taylor. 

American  Municipal  Association,  Justus  H. 
Fugate. 

American  Public  Health  Association, 
Dwight  F.  Metzler. 

American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  Ed¬ 
ward  J.  Cleary. 

American  Water  Works  Association,  Mor¬ 
rison  B.  Cunningham. 

Association  of  State  and  Territorial  Health 
Officers,  Russel  E.  Teague,  M.D. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United 
States,  Felix  E.  Wormser;  alternate,  Richard 
W.  Smith. 

Conference  of  State  Sanitary  Engineers, 
David  B.  Lee. 

Conservation  Foundation,  Roger  Hale; 
alternate,  Stephen  W.  Blodgett,  and  W.  D. 
Bowman. 

Council  of  State  Governments,  Page  L. 
Ingraham. 

Edison  Electric  Institute,  L.  W.  Cadwal- 
lader. 
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Engineers  Joint  Council,  Richard  D.  Hoak; 
alternate,  John  C.  Geyer. 

General  Federation  of  Women’s  Clubs, 
Mi’s.  E.  Lee  Ozbirn. 

International  Association  of  Game,  Fish, 
and  Conservation  Commissioners,  Harry 
Cornell. 

Izaak  Walton  League  of  America,  Inc., 
Frank  Gregg. 

League  of  Women  Voters  of  the  United 
States,  Mrs.  Arthur  E.  Whittemore. 

Manufacturing  Chemists’  Association, 
Inc.,  Kenneth  S.  Watson;  alternate,  George 
E.  Best. 

National  Association  of  County  Officials, 
Bernard  F.  Hillenbrand. 

National  Association  of  Manufacturers  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  Donald  J. 
Hardenbrook;  alternate,  Daniel  W.  Cannon. 

National  Association  of  Soil  Conservation 
Districts,  Gordon  K.  Zimmerman. 

National  Council  for  Stream  Improve¬ 
ment,  George  E.  Dyke. 

Natural  Resources  Council  of  America,  C. 
R.  Gutermuth. 

National  Technical  Task  Committee  on 
Industrial  Wastes,  A.  J.  Steffen;  alternate, 
Leland  C.  Burroughs. 

National  Wildlife  Federation,  Louis  Clap¬ 
per. 

Resources  for  the  Future,  Inc.,  Irving  K. 
Fox;  alternate  Francis  Christy. 

Soil  Conservation  Society  of  America,  H. 
Wayne  Pritchard. 

State  and  Interstate  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Administators,  David  F.  Smallhorst;  al¬ 
ternate,  Milton  P.  Adams. 

U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  Hon.  Richard¬ 
son  Dil  worth. 

Water  and  Sewage  Works  Manufacturers 
Association,  Inc.,  Harry  E.  Schlenz. 

Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board, 
Seth  Gordon  and  John  S.  Samson. 

Water  Pollution  Control  Federation,  Ray 
E.  Lawrence. 

Wildlife  Management  Institute,  Dr.  Ira 
N.  Gabrielson. 

Members-at-Large,  Charles  A.  Bishop, 
Robert  F.  Boger,  Dr.  Gordon  M.  Fair,  Blucher 
A.  Poole,  and  J.  V.  Whitfield. 

WATER  POLLUTION  CONTROL  ADVISORY  BOARD 

These  outstanding  public  officials  and 
leading  business  executives  who  are  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  have  been  requested 
by  the  Surgeon  General  to  assist  in  imple¬ 
menting  the  Conference  recommendations  as 
they  apply  to  the  Public  Health  Service. 

Chairman  (ex  officio) 

Burney,  Dr.  Leroy  E.,  Surgeon  General, 
Public  Health  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Members 

Boruff,  Dr.  Clair  S.,  technical  director, 
Hiram  Walker  &  Sons,  Inc.,  Peoria,  Ill. 

Daly,  John  Charles,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Gordon,  Seth,  conservation  consultant, 
California  State  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game,  Sacramento,  Calif. 

Long,  Frank  E„  chairman,  Wyoming 
Stream  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Council, 
Buffalo,  Wyo. 

McCann,  Hon.  Thomas  A.,  mayor,  Fort 
Worth,  Tex. 

Samson,  John  S.,  chairman,  Nebraska  State 
Water  Pollution  Control  Council,  Omaha, 
Nebr. 

Teague,  Dr.  Russell  E.,  commissioner,  Ken¬ 
tucky  State  Department  of  Health,  Frank¬ 
fort,  Ky. 

Wise,  William  S.,  director,  Connecticut 
State  Water  Resources  Commission,  Hartford, 
Conn. 

Executive  secretary 

Ayers,  Robert  C.,  Division  of  Water  Supply 
and  Pollution  Control,  Public  Health  Service, 
U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  Washington,  D.C. 
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PROGRAM  PARTICIPANTS 

These  include  conference  speakers,  discus¬ 
sants,  other  program  participants  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  staff. 

A 

Aandahl,  Hon.  Fred  G.,  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Water  and  Power  Development,  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  Washington,  D.C. 

Ackerman,  Dr.  E.  A.,  executive  officer,  Car¬ 
negie  Institution  of  Washington,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Adams,  Milton  P.,  executive  secretary, 
Michigan  State  Water  Resources  Commis¬ 
sion,  Lansing,  Mich. 

Ayers  Robert  C„  executive  secretary, 
Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board, 
Public  Health  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 

B 

Banks,  Harvey  O.,  director,  California  State 
Department  of  Water  Resources,  Sacramento, 

Calif.  „  . 

Barnhill,  John  T.,  program  officer,  Divi¬ 
sion  of  Water  Supply  and  Pollution  Control, 
Public  Health  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 

Berger,  Bernard  B.,  chief,  research  branch, 
Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Public  Health  Service,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Best,  George  E.,  secretary,  water  pollution 
abatement  committee,  Manufacturing  Chem¬ 
ists’  Association,  Washington,  D.C. 

Biemiller,  Andrew  J.,  director,  department 
of  legislation,  American  Federation  of  Labor 
and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Bishop,  Dr.  Charles  A.,  director,  chemical 
process  development,  United  States  Steel 
Corp.,  Pittsburgh,  Pa. 

Blatnik,  Hon.  John  A.,  Representative, 
Eighth  District,  Minn.;  chairman,  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors,  House  Public 
Works  Committee,  Washington,  D.C. 

Blodgett,  Stephen  W.,  secretary,  the  Con¬ 
servation  Foundation,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Boger,  Robert  F.,  publisher,  Engineering 
News-Record,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Boruff,  Dr.  Clair  S.,  technical  director, 
Hiram  Walker  &  Sons,  Inc.,  Peoria,  Ill.,  mem¬ 
ber,  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board. 

Bowman,  W.  D.,  associate  director  of  re¬ 
search,  the  Conservation  Foundation,  New 
York,  N.Y. 

Brandt,  Dr.  Karl,  member,  Council  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  Advisers,  Washington,  D.C. 

Brown,  Carl  B„  watershed  program  spe¬ 
cialist,  Office  of  the  Assistant  Administrator 
for  Watersheds,  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Burgess,  Ian  K.,  conference  staff,  engineer¬ 
ing,  Public  Health  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 

Burney,  Dr.  Leroy  E.,  Surgeon  General, 
Public  Health  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Burroughs,  Leland  C.,  assistant  to  the 
vice  president,  manufacturing,  Shell  Oil  Co., 
New  York,  N.Y. 

Butrico,  Frank  A.,  Executive-Secretary, 
National  Conference  on  Water  Pollution, 
Public  Health  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 
c 

Cadwallader,  L.  W.,  vice  president,  Po¬ 
tomac  Electric  Power  Co.,  Washington,  D.C. 

Cannan,  Dr.  R.  Keith,  chairman,  division 
of  medical  sciences,  National  Research  Coun¬ 
cil,  Washington,  D.C. 

Cannon,  Daniel,  W.,  conservation  commit¬ 
tee,  National  Association  of  Manufacturers, 
New  York,  N.Y. 

Case,  Hon.  Francis,  U.S.  Senator,  South 
Dakota;  member.  Senate  Select  Committee 
on  National  Water  Resources,  U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Clapper,  Louis,  acting  conservation  direc¬ 
tor,  National  Wildlife  Federation,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Cleary,  Edward  J.,  executive  director  and 
chief  engineer,  Ohio  River  Valley  Water 
Sanitation  Commission,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 


Christy,  Francis,  research  associate.  Re¬ 
sources  for  the  Future,  Inc.,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Cornell,  Harry,  chief,  fish  division,  North 
Carolina  Wildlife  Resources  Commission,  Ra¬ 
leigh,  N.C. 

Cottam,  Dr.  Clarence,  Welder  Wildlife 
Foundation,  Sinton,  Tex. 

Cramer,  Hon.  William  C.,  Representative, 
First  District,  Florida;  member,  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors,  House  Public 
Works  Committee,  Washington,  D.C. 

Cunningham,  Morrison  B.,  superintendent 
and  engineer,  city  water  department,  Okla¬ 
homa  City,  Okla. 

Curley,  Frank  E„  partner,  Hawkins,  Dela- 
field  &  Wood,  municipal  bond  attorneys,  New 
York,  N.Y. 

Curran,  John,  legislative  representative, 
American  Federation  of  Labor-Congress  of 
Industrial  Organizations,  Washington,  D.C. 

D 

Daly,  John  Charles,  member.  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Advisory  Board,  New  York, 
N.Y. 

Dean,  Dr.  L.  A„  research  investigations 
leader,  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Research 
Division,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dilworth,  Hon.  Richardson,  mayor,  Phila¬ 
delphia,  Pa. 

Durham,  Charles  J.,  conference  staff,  in¬ 
formation,  Public  Health  Service,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Dyke,  George  E.,  chairman,  board  of  gov¬ 
ernors,  National  Council  for  Stream  Im¬ 
provement,  New  York,  N.Y. 

E 

Eliassen,  Dr.  Rolf,  professor  of  sanitary  en¬ 
gineering,  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Tech¬ 
nology,  Cambridge,  Mass. 

Engle,  Hon.  Clair,  U.S.  Senator,  Califor¬ 
nia;  member,  Senate  Select  Committee  on 
National  Resources,  U.S.  Senate,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Engler,  Herschel,  conference  staff,  engi¬ 
neering,  Public  Health  Service,  Washington, 
D.C. 

F 

Faber,  Harry  A.,  Research  Grants  Admin¬ 
istrator,  Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Pol¬ 
lution  Control,  Public  Health  Service,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Fair,  Dr.  Gordon  M.,  professor  of  sanitary 
engineering.  Harvard  University,  Cambridge, 
Mass. 

Finley,  Stuart,  documentary  film  produc¬ 
er,  Washington,  D.C. 

Flannery,  James  J.,  economist.  Technical 
Services  Branch,  Division  of  Water  Supply 
and  Pollution  Control,  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  Washington,  D.C. 

Flemming,  Hon.  Arthur  S.,  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Forster,  Albert  E.,  president,  Hercules 
Powder  Co.,  Wilmington,  Del. 

Fox,  Irving  K.,  vice  president,  Resources 
for  the  Future,  Inc.,  Washington,  D.C. 

Fugate,  Justus  H.,  city  commissioner, 
Wichita,  Kans. 

G 

Gabrielson,  Dr.  Ira  N.,  president,  Wildlife 
Management  Institute,  Washington,  D.C. 

Geyer,  Dr.  John  C.,  chairman,  department 
of  sanitary  engineering  and  water  resuorces, 
the  Johns  Hopkins  University,  Baltimore, 
Md. 

Gilbertson,  Wesley  E„  Chief,  Division  of 
Engineering  Services,  Public  Health  Service, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Gill,  James  M„  plant  manager,  Ethyl 
Corp.,  Pittsburg,  Calif. 

Gleason,  M.  James,  Multnomah  County 
Commissioner,  Portland,  Oreg. 

Gordon,  Seth,  conservation  consultant, 
California  State  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game;  member,  Water  Pollution  Control 
Advisory  Board,  Sacramento,  Calif. 


Green,  Richard  S.,  Chief,  Basic  Data 
Branch,  Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Pol¬ 
lution  Control,  Public  Health  Service,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Greene,  Edward  A.,  conference,  staff,  in¬ 
formation,  Public  Health  Service,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Gregg,  Frank,  executive  director,  Izaak 
Walton  League  of  America,  Inc.,  Glenview, 

Ill. 

Gutermuth,  C.  R.,  Natural  Resources 
Council  of  America,  Washington,  D.C. 

H 

Hale,  Roger,  vice  president,  the  Conserva¬ 
tion  Foundation,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Hall,  Warner  W.,  Conference  Staff,  Infor¬ 
mation,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hardenbrook,  Donald  J.,  chairman,  Con¬ 
servation  and  Management  of  Natural  Re¬ 
sources  Committee,  National  Association  of 
Manufacturers,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Harlan,  James  R.,  Conservation  Consultant, 
Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Pollution 
Control,  Public  Health  Service,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Hazen,  Richard,  partner,  Hazen  &  Sawyer, 
consulting  engineers,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Hillenbrand,  Bernard  F„  executive  direc¬ 
tor,  National  Association  of  County  Officials, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Hoak,  Dr.  Richard  D.,  senior  fellow,  Mellon 
Institute,  Pittsburgh,  Pa. 

Hollis,  Mark  D.,  Assistant  Surgeon  General 
and  Chief  Engineer,  Public  Health  Service, 
U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  Washington,  D.C. 

Howells,  David  H.,  Chief,  Construction 
Grants  Branch,  Division  of  Water  Supply 
and  Pollution  Control,  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hubbard,  Earle  C.,  director  and  executive 
secretary,  North  Carolina  State  Stream  Sani¬ 
tation  Comittee,  Raleigh,  N.C. 

Hutchings,  Robert  S.,  Conference  Staff, 
Information,  Public  Health  Service,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

I 

Ingraham,  Page  L.,  director  of  research,  the 
Council  of  State  Governments,  Chicago,  Ill. 

K 

Kehoe,  Dr.  Robert  A.,  director,  the  Ket¬ 
tering  Laboratory  of  the  College  of  Medicine, 
University  of  Cincinnati,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Kerr,  Hon.  Robert  S.,  U.S.  Senator,  Okla¬ 
homa;  chairman,  Senate  Select  Committee 
on  National  Water  Resources,  U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Klassen,  Clarence  W.,  director,  division  of 
sanitary  engineering,  Illinois  State  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Public  Health,  Springfield,  Ill. 

Krause,  Keith  S.,  Chief,  Technical  Serv¬ 
ices  Branch,  Division  of  Water  Supply  and 
Pollution  Control,  Public  Health  Service. 
Washington,  D.C. 

L 

Lawrence,  Ray  E.,  president,  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Federation;  Partner,  Black  & 
Veatch,  consulting  engineers,  Kansas  City, 
Mo. 

Leake,  Dr.  Chauncey  D.,  dean  and  profes¬ 
sor  of  Pharmacology,  College  of  Medicine, 
Ohio  State  University,  Columbus,  Ohio. 

Lee,  David  B.,  director,  bureau  of  sanitary 
engineering,  Florida  State  Board  of  Health, 
Jacksonville,  Fla. 

Light,  Dr.  Israel,  Conference  Staff,  Infor¬ 
mation,  Washington,  D.C. 

Long,  Frank  E.,  chairman,  Wyoming  Stream 
Pollution  Control  Advisory  Council,  Buffalo, 
Wyom.;  member,  Water  Pollution  Control 
Advisory  Board. 

Lynch,  R.  G.,  columnist,  Milwaukee  Jour¬ 
nal,  Milwaukee,  Wis. 

M 

McCallum,  Gordon  E.,  Chief,  Division  of 
Water  Supply  and  Pollution  Control,  Public 
Health  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 

McCann,  Hon.  Thomas  A.,  mayor  of  Fort 
Worth;  member,  Water  Pollution  Control 
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Advisory  Board;  and  member,  U.S.  Confer¬ 
ence  of  Mayors;  Port  Worth,  Tex. 

Mason,  Karl  M„  director,  bureau  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  health,  Pennsylvania  State  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Harrisburg,  Pa. 

Metzler,  Dwight  F.,  director,  division  of 
sanitation,  Kansas  State  Board  of  Health; 
chairman,  Conference  of  State  Sanitary  En¬ 
gineers,  Topeka,  Kans. 

o 

Ozbirn,  Mrs.  E.  Lee,  president,  General 
Federation  of  Women’s  Clubs,  Washington, 
D.C. 

p 

Palange,  Ralph  C„  Conference  Staff,  Engi¬ 
neering,  Public  Health  Service,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Partain,  Lloyd  E.,  Curtis  Publishing  Co., 
Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Pasek,  Leonard,  assistant  to  the  president, 
Kimberly-Clark  Corp.,  Neenah,  Wis. 

Pearson,  Dr.  Erman  A.,  associate  professor 
of  sanitary  engineering,  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Berkeley,  Calif. 

Poole,  Blucher  A.,  technical  secretary,  In¬ 
diana  State  Stream  Pollution  Control  Board, 
Indianapolis,  Ind. 

Powers,  Thomas  J.,  consulting  director, 
Dow  Industrial  Service  Division,  Dow  Chem¬ 
ical  Co.,  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Pritchard,  H.  Wayne,  executive  secretary. 
Soil  Conservation  Society  of  America,  Des 
Moines,  Iowa. 

Putney,  Bryant,  conference  staff,  informa¬ 
tion,  Public  Health  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 

R 

Richards,  Roland,  conference  staff,  engi¬ 
neer,  Washington,  D.C. 

Rohlich,  Dr.  Gerard  A.,  professor  of  sani¬ 
tary  engineering,  University  of  Wisconsin, 
Madison,  Wis. 

s 

Samson,  John  S.,  chairman,  Nebraska  State 
Water  Pollution  Control  Council,  member. 
Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board, 
Omaha,  Nebr. 

Sanders,  Richard  T.,  director,  division  of 
legislative  drafting  and  codification  of  stat¬ 
utes,  North  Carolina  State  Department  of 
Justice,  Raleigh,  N.C. 

Schad,  Theodore  M.,  staff  director,  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  National  Water  Re¬ 
sources,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Schlenz,  Harry  E.,  president,  Pacific  Flush 
Tank  Co.,  vice  president,  Water  Pollution 
Control  Federation,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Smallhorst,  David  F.,  director,  division  of 
water  pollution.  State  department  of  health, 
Austin,  Tex. 

Smith,  Richard  W.,  manager,  natural  re¬ 
sources  department,  U.S.  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce,  Washington,  D.C. 

Steffen,  A.  J.,  chairman.  National  Tech¬ 
nical  Task  Committee  on  Industrial  Wastes, 
Chicago,  Ill. 

Stein,  Murray,  Chief,  Enforcement  Branch, 
Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol,  Public  Health  Service,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Svore,  Jerome  H.,  regional  program  di¬ 
rector,  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  region  VII,  Division  of  Water 
Supply  and  Pollution  Control,  Dallas,  Tex. 

T 

Taylor,  George  H.,  department  of  research, 
American  Federation  of  Labor-Congress  of 
Industrial  Organizations,  Washington,  D.C. 

Teague,  Dr.  Russell  E.,  commissioner,  Ken¬ 
tucky  State  Department  of  Health;  member, 
Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board, 
Frankfort,  Ky. 

Towne,  W.  W.,  Chief,  Field  Operations 
Section,  Technical  Services  Branch,  Division 
of  Water  Supply  and  Pollution  Control,  Cin¬ 
cinnati,  Ohio. 

Warrick,  Louis  F.,  executive  secretary.  Na¬ 
tional  Technical  Task  Committe  on  Indus¬ 
trial  Wastes,  Washington,  D.C. 


Watson,  Kenneth  S.,  consultant,  water 
management  and  water  control,  General 
Electric  Co.,  Schenectady,  N.Y. 

Weber,  Eugene  W.,  Special  Assistant  to  the 
Director  of  Civil  Works,  Office  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

White,  Dr.  Gilbert  F.,  professor  of  geog¬ 
raphy,  University  of  Chicago,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Whitefield,  J.  V.,  chairman.  State  Stream 
Sanitation  Committee,  North  Carolina  De¬ 
partment  of  Water  Resources,  Raleigh,  N.C. 

Whittemore,  Mrs.  Arthur  E.,  chairman, 
water  resources  committee  and  director. 
League  of  Women  Voters  of  the  United 
States,  Hingham,  Mass. 

Wilson,  Chester  S.,  attorney,  formerly  com¬ 
missioner,  Minnesota  State  Department  of 
Conservation,  Stillwater,  Minn. 

Wise,  William  S.,  director,  Connecticut 
State  Water  Resources  Commission,  Hart¬ 
ford,  Conn.;  member.  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Advisory  Board. 

Wolman,  Dr.  Abel,  professor  of  sanitary 
engineering,  the  Johns  Hopkins  University, 
Baltimore,  Md. 

Woodruff,  James  W.,  Jr.,  chairman,  U.S. 
Study  Commission,  Southeast  River  Basins, 
Atlanta,  Ga. 

Wormser,  Felix  E.,  consulting  mining  engi¬ 
neer,  Greenwich,  Conn. 

z 

Zapp,  Dr.  John  A.,  director,  Haskell  Labo¬ 
ratory,  E.  I.  du  Pont  de  Nemours,  Newark, 
Del. 

Zimmerman,  Gordon  K.,  executive  secre¬ 
tary,  National  Association  of  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Districts,  Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  to¬ 
day  we  are  considering  H.R.  6441,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effec¬ 
tive  program  of  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol. 

That  title  to  this  act  is  appropriate 
and  if  it  actually  would  do  what  the  title 
indicates  no  one  could  really  conscien¬ 
tiously  oppose  this  bill,  if  he  really  served 
the  public  interest. 

But  I,  as  a  Congressman,  would  be  re¬ 
miss  in  my  duty  if  I  .did  not  take  the 
time  to  point  out  some  shortcomings 
that  seem  very  evident  to  me  and  to 
many  others  who  have  a  vital  interest  in 
this  question. 

In  House  Report  No.  306,  87th  Con¬ 
gress,  1st  session,  a  report  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  page  2,  under  the  title, 
“Purpose  of  the  Bill,”  it  reads: 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  6441  Is  to  extend  and 
strengthen  the  Federal  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  program  and  to  assist  the  States  and 
local  communities  in  providing  for  more  ef¬ 
fective  programs  of  water  pollution  control 
at  all  levels  of  government. 

Here  again,  if  this  were  a  true  state¬ 
ment  and  could  be  sustained  by  actual 
facts,  one  could  not  conscientiously  op¬ 
pose  this  bill.  But  the  facts,  when  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  light  of  reason  and 
commonsense,  do  not  bear  out  what  the 
objective  states  is  or  will  be  attained. 

First  of  all,  as  has  been  pointed  out 
many  times  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  ,  the  bill  completely 
bypasses  the  States  which  the  sponsors 
of  the  bill  claim  they  want  to  assist.  If 
bypassing  States  is  assisting  them,  then 
I  totally  misunderstand  the  meaning  of 
assist. 

Also,  I  can  assure  the  membership  of 
the  House,  as  I  have  assured  the  mem¬ 


bers  of  the  committee,  that  there  is  much 
talent  in  the  State  health  departments, 
conservation  commissions,  and  other 
groups  that  could  be  harnessed  if  we 
would  provide  the  proper  atmosphere 
and  leadership. 

In  addition  to  this,  there  are  virtually 
thousands  of  people  in  our  educational 
institutions  and  in  industry  who  have 
dealt  with  municipalities  and  institu¬ 
tions  that  have  pollution  problems  who 
would  be  very  glad  to  help  by  giving 
public  bodies  valuable  assistance  based 
upon  experience  and  study  in  solving 
these  problems.  But  in  this  bill  they  do 
not  have  the  opportunity  to  help  as  much 
as  they  could  if  given  a  chance. 

In  this  instance,  I  believe  it  should  be 
a  committee  at  the  national  level  com¬ 
posed  of  representatives  of  various  mu¬ 
nicipalities,  States,  and  businesses  who 
would  have  authority  to  coordinate  these 
studies,  and  to  promote  cooperative  re¬ 
search  projects  and  to  make  recommen¬ 
dations  to  the  Federal  Government,  the 
States,  municipalities,  industries,  and  all 
who  have  a  vital  interest  in  resolving 
this  terrible  pollution  problem  that  needs 
abatement  at  a  very  early  date  if  we  are 
to  preserve  the  great  natural  resources 
that  relate  to  the  proper  handling  of 
water  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  consider  this  im¬ 
portant  legislation  and  the  total  problem 
of  pollution,  it  is  my  very  deep  conviction 
that  the  goal  of  pollution  abatement  is 
and  should  be  first  of  all  to  protect  and 
enhance  the  capacity  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  so  that  they  may  serve  the  widest 
possible  range  of  human  needs. 

I  am  convinced,  too,  that  this  goal  can 
be  approached  and  achieved  only  by  ac¬ 
cepting  the  positive  policy  of  keeping 
waters  as  clean  as  it  is  possible  to  keep 
them.  I  am  convinced,  too,  that  we 
should  oppose  the  negative  policy  of  at¬ 
tempting  to  use  our  waters  anywhere  to 
the  full  capacity  of  water  for  waste 
assimilation. 

In  addition,  we  here  in  Congress  and 
those  who  are  interested  in  water  con¬ 
servation,  should  adopt  some  kind  of  a 
national  credo  that  is  consistent  with 
the  goals  we  want  to  attain  for  ourselves 
and  for  posterity.  In  my  opinion,  that 
credo  should  embody  the  following 
thoughts : 

First.  That  users  of  water  have  no  in¬ 
herent  right  to  pollute  our  public  streams 
or  waters  anywhere. 

Second.  That  users  of  public  waters — ■ 
waters  which  belong  to  all  of  us — have 
a  responsibility  for  returning  them  as 
clean  as  it  is  technically  possible  to  do  so. 

Third.  The  credo  should  include  pre¬ 
vention  programs  for  in  most  instances 
prevention  is  just  as  important  as  is  the 
control  of  pollution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  need  for  a  more 
systematic  and  intelligent  approach  to 
the  evaluation  of  the  water  pollution 
problem.  That  approach  should  include 
the  consideration  of  the  health,  esthetic, 
and  market  values.  A  framework  for 
analysis  must  be  developed  which  will 
provide  a  relatively  precise  understand¬ 
ing  of  benefit  cost  and  which  will  form 
the  basis  for  the  design  of  public  policies 
and  programs  for  effective  water  quality 
management. 
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Planning  for  the  comprehensive  devel¬ 
opment  of  each  major  basin  or  water  re¬ 
source  area  should  be  established  as  a 
fixed  national  policy.  By  comprehen¬ 
sive  development  we  mean  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  integrated  multiple-purpose  de¬ 
sign,  planning  and  management  which 
include  the  joint  consideration  of  ground 
and  surface  waters,  systematic  conserva¬ 
tion  by  water  users,  and  the  treatment 
and  management  of  waters  having  sub¬ 
standard  quality.  Consideration  of 
every  appropriate  technique  would  be  a 
routine  part  of  planning  for  such  devel¬ 
opment. 

Such  planning,  insofar  as  feasible, 
should  include  consideration  of  all  im¬ 
portant  industrial  plant  sites.  An  early 
and  important  objective  should  be  a  sys¬ 
tematic  program  of  flow  regulation. 
State  initiative  toward  comprehensive 
planning  should  be  encouraged,  and  par¬ 
ticipation  by  all  major  interest  should 
be  encouraged.  The  objective  should  be 
one  of  eventually  producing  maximum 
total  benefits  from  all  economic  and  so- 
Cjal  uses. 

Provision  should  be  made,  legally  and 
financially,  for  the  identification  and 
acquisition  at  an  early  date  of  reservoir 
sites  needed  in  the  execution  of  compre¬ 
hensive  plans.  The  mounting  popula¬ 
tion,  the  spread  of  settlement,  and  gen¬ 
eral  intensification  of  valley  land  use 
otherwise  may  make  many  good  sites 
totally  unavailable  or  prohibitively  costly. 

The  value  of  soil  conservation,  sedi¬ 
ment  control,  and  salinity  control  as 
pollution  abatement  measures  should 
be  recognized  through  planning  and 
budget  in  our  National,  State,  and  local 
resource  development  programs.  They 
should  be  considered  as  tools  to  be  ap¬ 
plied  in  water  development  and  man¬ 
agement.  Pollution  abatement  is  a  prob¬ 
lem  with  roots  in  rural  land  use  and 
agronomy,  as  well  as  in  urban  conges¬ 
tion  and  industrial  growth. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  important  that  pub¬ 
lic  policy  formally  recognize  the  recrea¬ 
tion  value  of  our  water  resources  as  a 
full  partner  with  domestic,  industrial, 
and  agricultural  values  in  water  quality 
management  policies  and  programs. 

Administration  of  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  programs  on  State  and  interstate 
streams  should  continue  to  be  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  State  agencies  which 
therefore  must  be  supported  by  adequate 
budgets  and  staffed  by  competent  di¬ 
rectors,  engineers,  scientists,  and  related 
professional  personnel.  It  is  essential 
that  State  legislatures  appraise  more 
realistically  their  opportunities  and  re¬ 
sponsibilities  in  carrying  out  the  prin¬ 
ciple  herein  stated  and  are  urged  to  take 
appropriate  action  where  necessary. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  Congress  would 
make  it  their  business  to  create  a  com¬ 
mittee  with  proper  authority  to  make 
an  appeal  to  and  enlist  the  help  of  Gov¬ 
ernors,  State  legislators,  directors  of 
conservation  and  health  programs  in 
the  State,  and  representatives  of  vari¬ 
ous  interest  groups  with  authority  to 
institute  cooperative  research  and  study 
programs,  they  would  get  much  more 
support  from  the  people  everywhere, 
from  the  municipalities  and  from  the 
States  where  the  need  for  increased  in¬ 
terest  is  greatest. 
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We  in  this  body  have  an  experience 
that  we  can  point  to  with  pride  and 
which  can  serve  as  a  model  for  this  type 
of  thing  in  this  area.  It  is  the  ASSHO 
tests  that  we  have  conducted  for  the 
past  several  years  and  which  have  been 
so  very  successful  in  finding  answers  to 
the  many  problems  that  have  presented 
themselves  in  the  general  area  of  build¬ 
ing  roads  and  highways. 

The  administrative  level  of  the  water 
supply  and  water  pollution  control  ac¬ 
tivities  in  the  Public  Health  Service  and 
in  the  States  should  be  commensurate 
with  the  importance  of  this  problem. 

That  State  statutes  and  organiza¬ 
tional  structures  for  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  should  be  reviewed  and  strength¬ 
ened  or  revised  where  necessary.  The 
following  revisions  were  proposed  in  the 
suggested  1950  State  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  as  a  guide  for  State  legis¬ 
lation  in  this  field. 

These  recommendations,  too,  would  be 
easier  if  we  had  a  program  as  I  have 
already  mentioned.  Also,  the  follow¬ 
ing  recommendations  which  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  conference  to  which  I  have  already 
referred,  would  be  much  easier  to  insti¬ 
tute  and  become  effective.  They  are: 

First.  Vest  comprehensive  authority 
in  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency,  which  would  be  given  independ¬ 
ent  status  in  its  organizational  place¬ 
ment  in  State  government; 

Second.  Insure  construction  of  mu¬ 
nicipal  treatment  facilities  ordered  by 
the  State  agency  by  authorizing  courts 
to  direct  all  necessary  steps,  including 
bond  issues,  tax  levies,  and  revenue 
charges  if  required; 

Third.  Authorize  the  establishment  of 
sanitary  districts  to  deal  with  local  pol¬ 
lution  control  problems  beyond  munici¬ 
pal  limits. 

I  reiterate,  the  Federal  Government 
has  clear  responsibilities  in  its  working 
relationship  with  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  with  respect  to :  research,  lead¬ 
ership  in  personnel  training,  regulatory 
procedures,  water  resources  inventories 
and  investigations,  and  standards  of 
water  quality. 

No  agreement  was  reached  among  the 
conferees  as  to  extension  of  authority  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  the  area  of 
water  pollution  control. 

That  appropriate  public  and  private 
agencies  mount  and  sustain  an  expanded 
program  of  public  information  to  the 
end  that  enlightened  public  opinion  can 
be  brought  to  bear  on  the  accomplish¬ 
ments,  costs,  needs,  opportunities,  and 
problems  involved  in  water  quality  man¬ 
agement,  noting  that  this  conference 
should  provide  a  dramatic  opportunity 
to  launch  such  a  program. 

There  was  general  agreement  that  the 
public  needs  more  information  on  pollu¬ 
tion  and  its  abatement.  Government 
agencies  and  other  informed  individuals 
should  make  every  effort  to  present  the 
facts  in  understandable  form  for  use  by 
individuals,  organizations,  and  the  gen¬ 
eral  media  of  communication.  Such  ma¬ 
terial  should  include  factual  information 
and  suggested  methods  of  attack  as  have 
been  discussed  by  the  conference. 

The  Federal  grants-in-aid  program 
has  provided  a  valuable  stimulus  to  the 


control  of  stream  pollution.  Other 
methods  of  financing  construction  of 
sewage  and  waste  treatment  works  de¬ 
serve  thorough  study  and  investigation 
to  determine  the  most  appropriate  means 
available  or  which  might  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  sound  and  equitable  allocation 
of  costs.  Several  other  means  of  financ¬ 
ing  were  suggested  in  one  or  two  papers 
presented  at  the  conference.  The  view 
of  the  panel  subcommittee  was  that  these 
should  be  listed  and  appraised  without 
any  commitment  on  the  part  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  as  to  which,  if  any,  should  be 
recommended.  It  did  suggest  that  these 
and  others  unnamed  should  be  explored 
at  some  subsequent  time: 

First.  Incentive  grants  from  Federal 
and  State  appropriations; 

Second.  Guaranteed  bonds; 

Third.  Revenue  bonds; 

Fourth.  Marketing  long-term  revenue 
bonds  under  a  Federal  system  of  guaran¬ 
tees  such  as  FHA-guaranteed  mortgages 
or  loans  for  defense  production  purposes; 

Fifth.  The  creation  of  “Water  RFC” 
or  such  Federal  finance  agency  to  dis¬ 
count,  purchase  or  collateralize  such 
bonds  for  loan  purposes;  and 

Sixth.  The  earmarking  of  specific 
taxes,  notably  from  Federal  licensing  of 
pleasure  boats  and  sale  of  fuel  to  all 
water-borne  craft,  for  water  pollution 
control  purposes. 

The  construction  of  municipal  waste 
treatment  facilities  should  be  expanded 
immediately  with  continued  increases  to 
keep  up  with  population  growth  and  to 
abate  the  backlog  of  pollution  by  1970. 
A  similar  program  expansion  should  be 
applied  to  the  wastes  from  industry. 

That  financial  incentive  should  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  encourage  industry  to  install 
needed  waste  treatment  facilities.  This 
may  be  accomplished  by  permitting  in¬ 
dustry,  for  corporate  income  tax  pur¬ 
poses,  to  charge  the  cost  of  non-produc¬ 
tive  waste  water  treatment  facilities  as 
expense. 

Each  Federal  installation  should  be  re¬ 
quired  by  Congress  to  treat  its  wastes  in 
accordance  with  the  standards  for  cities 
and  industries  in  the  area,  with  1964 
set  as  the  target  date  for  providing  min¬ 
imum  treatment. 

Enlargement  and  extension  should  be 
made  of  the  water  quality  monitoring 
programs  now  in  effect,  so  as  to  reveal 
more  adequately  conditions,  existing  and 
future,  in  rivers  and  streams.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  protection  of  the  public 
health  and  the  preservation  of  water- 
supply  sources  for  accepted  beneficial 
uses  require  such  extension  and  en¬ 
largement. 

In  order  to  facilitate  assessment  of  the 
total  pollution  problem,  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  particular  attention  be 
given  to  accelerating  the  collection  of  in¬ 
formation  on  industrial  waste  loading. 
The  Public  Health  Service  should  co¬ 
ordinate  collection  of  this  information 
on  the  national  level. 


States  should  develop  water  monitor¬ 
ing  programs  for  bacteriological,  biolog¬ 
ical,  chemical,  physical,  and  radiological 
quality.  This  work  should  be  coordi¬ 
nated  with  the  efforts  of  an  expanded 
National  Water  Quality  Network  of  the 
Public  Health  Service.  More  data  should 
be  collected  on  the  condition  of  streams, 
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both  before  and  after  water  pollution 
abatement. 

Provision  should  be  made  within  the 
Public  Health  Service  for  developing  the 
water  quality  criteria  which  are  suited  to 
application  on  a  national  basis.  How¬ 
ever,  many  water  quality  criteria  are  not 
uniformly  applicable  because  of  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  area  usage  differences,  stream 
characteristics,  and  other  factors.  State 
and  local  determinations  of  some  cri¬ 
teria  also  will  have  to  be  made.  It  is 
recognized  that  periodic  revision  of  these 
criteria  not  only  will  be  in  order,  but 
should  be  sought,  as  new  data  are  made 
available. 

That  the  Public  Health  Service  assume 
leadership,  in  collaboration  with  other 
public  and  private  agencies,  in  collecting, 
compiling,  and  publishing  pertinent  data 
on  the  toxicity  of  water  contaminants. 
This  should  include  criteria,  standards, 
methods  of  testing,  and  safe  allowable 
concentrations  for  human  consumption; 
also  that  efforts  be  made  to  stimulate 
toxicological  and  epidemiological  studies 
to  be  made  to  determine  long-  and  short- 
range  effects. 

The  total  national  support  for  research 
in  water  supply  and  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  should  be  increased  substantially. 

The  flow  of  research  findings  on  the 
water  environment  must  be  increased 
and  intensified  in  depth  as  well  as 
breadth. 

That  improved  methods  be  developed 
for  measuring  pollution  abatement  prog¬ 
ress.  New  engineering  parameters  which 
encompass  all  pollution  components,  as 
well  as  yardsticks  for  measurement  of 
stream  quality,  are  critically  needed. 

It  should  be  regarded  as  an  obligation 
on  the  part  of  industry  to  undertake 
basic  research  which  will  determine  the 
biotic  and  other  effects  influencing  the 
public  welfare  of  the  products  they  dis¬ 
tribute.  This  should  apply  to  detergents, 
insecticides,  pesticides,  herbicides,  ferti¬ 
lizers,  and  other  microchemicals  and 
microbiologicals,  and  to  the  effects  of 
metallic  wastes  such  as  compounds 
of  chromium  and  cyanide.  Where  the 
effects  of  these  or  other  health  hazards 
or  potential  public  nuisances  are  not 
adequately  treated  within  industry,  the 
Federal  Government  or  the  States  must 
provide  for  and  budget  such  research, 
Additional  research  of  peculiar  public 
responsibility  includes  the  effect  and  in¬ 
terpretation  of  reducing  anaerobes, 
nitrifying  bacteria,  viruses,  protozoa,  and 
other  biota,  and  radiation  hazards. 

The  flow  of  engineers  and  scientists 
who  are  competent  to  advance  and  ad¬ 
minister  the  scientific,  technological, 
and  economic  conservation  of  our  water 
resources,  including,  in  particular,  the 
control  of  water  pollution,  must  be  in¬ 
creased  promptly  by  recruitment  and 
training  of  basically  qualified  personnel 
at  two  levels:  First,  the  professional  or 
predoctorate  level;  and  second,  the  post¬ 
doctorate  level. 

The  field  of  water  supply  and  pollu¬ 
tion  control  has  become  so  complex  that 
we  must  think  more  generally  than  in 
the  past  of  a  multidisciplinary  approach 
to  the  solution  of  developing  problems. 
This  implies  the  introduction  of  repre¬ 


sentatives  of  many  disciplines  including 
economists  and  political  scientists,  as 
well  as  applied  mathematicians  and 
physicists  to  this  field  and  the  creation 
of  requisite  institutes  or  centers  for  en¬ 
vironmental  health  research  at  which 
needed  personnel  can  be  brought  to¬ 
gether. 

The  capability  of  graduate  schools  or 
university  departments  of  engineering 
and  public  health  to  produce  a  sufficient 
number  of  engineers  and  scientists  who 
are  able  to  deal  effectively  with  the 
mounting  problems  of  water  resource 
control  must  be  enlarged  by  support  of 
staff,  student  body,  and  teaching  and  re¬ 
search  facilities,  as  well  as  by  grants- 
in-aid  of  research.  Interdisciplinary  re¬ 
search  should  be  encouraged  in  particu¬ 
lar.  Because  the  use  of  personnel  and 
the  application  of  research  lie  in  the 
public  domain,  the  Federal  Government 
must  be  expected  to  assume  a  substan¬ 
tial  portion  of  the  required  financial 
burden. 

The  flow  of  treatment-plant  operating 
personnel,  as  well  as  engineers  and  sci¬ 
entists  working  in  the  wider  field  of 
water-supply  and  water-pollution  con¬ 
trol,  must  be  increased  and  their  train¬ 
ing  broadened. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  vote  for  this  legis¬ 
lation,  but  with  the  understanding  that 
it  is  insufficient,  inadequate,  and  incom¬ 
plete,  and  in  the  hope  that  we  will  con¬ 
sider  it  only  a  beginning  in  working 
toward  the  solution  of  the  grave  problem 
that  presents  itself. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Members  of  the 
Congress  and  people  outside  of  Congress 
who  are  interested  will  watch  closely  the 
results  of  this  program  and  continue  to 
make  their  recommendations  and  in  vari¬ 
ous  ways  have  their  influence  felt  to 
bring  about  an  early  reconsideration  of 
this  total  problem  so  that  we  can  finally 
come  to  grips  with  it  in  a  more  intel¬ 
ligent,  realistic,  and  practical  manner. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  support  this  bill 
but  with  the  realization  that  it  is  not 
adequate  and  that  it  has  many  short¬ 
comings  that  a  thorough  study  and  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  matter  would  bring 
out.  In  my  opinion,  it  is  not  a  com¬ 
pletely  intelligent  approach  to  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  the  problem  of  pollution,  but  I 
hope  that  it  will  do  some  good  while  we 
are  learning  from  experience  and  we 
will  benefit  from  the  mistakes  that  will 
become  evident,  I  think,  as  time  goes  on. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
bill  represents  a  great  forward  step  by 
the  Congress  in  one  of  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  fields  on  which  we  will  legislate  this 
year — the  field  of  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  subcommittee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota,  Congressman 
John  Blatnik,  for  his  great  leadership  in 
connection  with  this  legislation. 

I  strongly  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  in  the  Record,  on 
the  conference  report  just  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 


RESIGNATION 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  resignation: 

/  July  13,  1961. 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

The  Spea/ter, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

WashUtgton,  D.C. 

Mg  Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  hereby  tender  my 
resignation  as  a  member  of  the  U.S.  Civil 
War  Centennial  Commission  to  take  effect 
(forthwith. 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  express  to  you 
my  deep  appreciation  of  the  appointment. 
I  have  enjoyed  serving  as  a  member  of  the 
Commission. 

My  normal  duties  and  responsibilities  are 
increasing  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make  it 
impracticable  for  me  to  devote  such  time  to 
the  Commission  as  is  required. 

With  assurances  of  my  highest  esteem  and 
cordial  good  wishes,  I  am. 

Very  respectfully  yours, 

Wm.  M.  Tuck. 


EMERGENCY  LIVESTOCK  LOANS 

Mr.  KING  of  Utah.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  1710) 
to  amend  the  act  of  April  6,  1949,  as 
amended,  so  as  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  make  emergency 
livestock  loans  under  such  act  until  De¬ 
cember  31,  1961,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Utah? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
section  2(c)  of  the  Act  of  April  6,  1949,  as 
amended  (12  U.S.C.  1148a-2(c)),  is  amended 
W  striking  out  at  the  beginning  of  the  first 
sentence,  “For  a  period  of  four  years  from 
thX  effective  date  of  this  subsection”,  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof,  “Until  December 
31,  1981,”. 

(b)  Section  2(c)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended 'by  striking  out  in  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  thereof  “July  14,  1961”,  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “December  31,  1961”. 

The  bill  waSsordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  toVeconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  \ 


SUSPENSION  OF  DUTIES  ON  METAL 
SCRAP  AND  HORSEMEAT 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R,  4591)  to 
continue  until  the  close  of  Jund\30,  1962, 
the  suspension  of  duties  on  meta-1  scrap, 
and  for  other  purposes,  with  amend- 
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mehts  of  the  Senate  thereto  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendments. 

The'^lerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  GJerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  as  follows : 

Page  2,  lifie  3,  strike  out  “This”  and  in¬ 
sert  “The  first\ection  of  this”. 

Page  2,  line  A  after  “shall”  insert  “not”. 

Page  2,  after  ltpe  4,  insert: 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1630,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C.,  sec.  1201),  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph; 

“Par.  1826.  HorsemeatX  fresh,  chilled,  or 
frozen,  whether  or  not  decharacterized  (ex¬ 
cept  horsemeat  packed  in  '  immediate  con¬ 
tainers  weighing  with  theirxcontents  less 
than  ten  pounds  each) .”  \ 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  apply  to  articles  entered,  or  with¬ 
drawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption,  on 
or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
and  to  articles  covered  by  entries  orXyith- 
drawals  which  have  not  been  liquidated 
the  liquidation  of  which  has  not  become 
final  on  such  date  of  enactment. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  is  this  the  bill  that 
deals  with  horsemeat? 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  bill  that  passed  the 
House  dealt  with  scrap  metal.  While 
the  bill  was  in  the  other  body,  one  of 
the  distinguished  Members  of  that  body 
from  the  State  of  Kansas  offered  an 
amendment  that  placed  on  the  free  list 
imported  horsemeat.  The  finance  com¬ 
mittee  of  that  body  and  the  other  body 
unanimously  agreed  to  the  amendment, 
having  been  persuaded  by  the  author  to 
believe  that  there  was  an  ever-increas¬ 
ing  demand  in  this  country  for  horse¬ 
meat  for  use  in  connection  with  the 
manufacture  of  food  for  pets,  and  an 
ever-decreasing  supply  in  this  country 
of  horsemeat. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Can  the  gentleman  tell 
use  where  this  horsemeat  is  going  to 
come  from,  that  is,  the  major  share  of 
it? 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  is  the  chairmen’s,  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  meat  would  come 
from  Argentina  and  Mexico. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  none  from  Russia? 

Mr.  MILLS.  No. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva-> 
tion  of  objection.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

The  Senate  amendments  Were  con¬ 
curred  in.  / 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  / 


Flight  attendants  have  never  been  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  a  standard  of  proficiency 
in  the  operation  of  safety  and  emergency 
equipment  and  in  the  conduct  of  emer¬ 
gency  procedures  for  evacuation  of 
passegers. 

The  airlines  themselves  have  varying 
standards  for  these  employes,  depending 
on  what  the  individual  airline  considers 
adequate  training.  I  believe  that  air 
travelers  should  have  the  assurance  that 
every  member -on  the  crew  of  every  air¬ 
line  has  been  adequately  trained  to  meet 
their  responsibilities  in  an  emergency. 

My  bill  would  amend  the  Federal  Avia¬ 
tion  Act  of  1958  to  include  flight  attend¬ 
ants  within  the  definition  of  “airman,” 
thereby  making  them  subject  to  certifica¬ 
tion  and  regulation  by  the  FAA. 

I  have  no  hesitancy  in  urging  the 
House  to  support  this  measure  as  one 
that  is  necessary  for  the  further  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  air  traveling  public. 


5ISPENSING  WITH  CALENDAR 
^WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  NEXT 

WEEK 

\ 

Mr/  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  busi-/ 
ness  in  \  order  under  the  Calenda 
Wednesday  rule  next  week  be  dispersed 
with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  Nje  gentleman  frqm  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

ADJOURNMENT  OVBR/UNTIL  MON¬ 
DAY 

Mr.  McCORMAC^.  Mb.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  it  adjourn  to  meet 
on  Monday  nexj/ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fromXMas- 
sachusetts  V/ 

There  v/as  no  objection. 


CERTIFICATION  BY  FAA  OF  FLIGHT 
ATTENDANTS 

(Mr.  MACK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extefid  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  a'  bill  to  require  certification 
by  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  of  flight 
attendants,  such  as  stewards  and  stew¬ 
ardesses,  employed  by  the  airlines  of 
the  United  States. 


FOREIGN  POLICY  APPEASEMENT 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  or- 
&  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Pelly]  is  recognized 
for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  deep¬ 
ly  concerned  with  regard  to  numerous 
incidents  of  appeasement  in  our  foreign 
policy.  » 

Recently  I  wrote  a  letter  to  Secretary 
of  Commerce  Luther  Hodges,  requesting 
that  I  be  furnished  the  names  of  Ameri¬ 
can  firms  seeking  export  licenses  permit¬ 
ting  sale  of  our  surplus  farm  products  to 
Russia  and  other  Communist  nations,  as 
authorized  by  a  new  Department  of 
Commerce  directive. 

While  my  request  has  not  as  yet  been 
formally  acknowledged,  I  do  know  the 
nature  of  the  reply  I  shall  receive.  When 
Secretary  Hodges  appeared  before  the 
House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee  on  July  11,  an  opportunity 
was  presented  for  me  to  personally  ask 
about  the  matter,  and  the  Secretary 
stated  that  the  decision  had  been  made 
not  to  disclose  the  names  of  any  such 
firms  doing  business  with  the  Kremlin. 


In  further  response  to  my  questipn, 
the  Secretary  stated  that  the  commodi¬ 
ties  and  material  being  exported  and/ 
the  destination  of  these  cargoes  wor 
be  provided,  but  the  names  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  exporters  are  classified  and  tl/re- 
fore  are  not  available  to  the  publ 

Frankly,  this  statement  from  tile  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  came  as/no  sur¬ 
prise.  It  will  be  recalled  tfcfat  earlier 
this  year,  in  my  own  city/ of  Seattle, 
Wash.,  our  distinguishes  colleague. 
Congressman  Moss,  announced  with 
great  fanfare  that  the  names  of  all  firms 
dealing  with  the  Communists  were  to  be 
announced.  Congressman  Moss,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Information  stated  that  Secretary 
Hodges  had  informed  him : 

In  the  future  the  public  can  find  out  the 
names  of  every  firm  granted  export  licenses, 
what  is  being  shipped  aboard,  and  the 
destinatiori  of  the  shipments. 

As  added  confirmation,  a  few  days 
later  Jwhite  House  Press  Secretary  Pierre 
Salinger,  on  April  18,  in  a  letter  ad¬ 
dressed  to  Mr.  Eugene  Pullian,  Jr.,  man¬ 
ning  editor  of  the  Indianapolis  News, 
/stated  without  equivocation: 

Commerce  Secretary  Hodges  has  disclosed 
he  is  planning  to  reverse  a  20-year-old 
secrecy  policy  on  identity  of  firms  granted 
export  licenses. 

Mr.  Salinger  went  on  to  say: 

This  was  positive  evidence  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  attitude  on  information. 

Time  passed.  The  Secretary  hedged 
on  issuing  the  formal  order  lifting  the 
secrecy  ban.  On  being  pressed,  the  Com¬ 
merce  Department  finally  announced 
that  the  Secretary  was  only  “tentatively 
considering”  the  advisability  of  making 
the  information  public,  and  now  we  have 
the  decision  which  classifies  as  secret  the 
names  of  such  firms  who  deal  with  the 
Reds. 

President  Kennedy  has  made  much 
about  the  need  for  sacrifice.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  I  would  like  to  ask  my  colleagues 
if  they  do  not  consider  trading  with  our 
i vo wed  and  mortal  enemy  a  form  of  eco¬ 
nomic  subversion.  I  submit  that  these 
firms  would  not  do  business  if  it  were 
not  Vrofitable.  Certainly  the  Commu¬ 
nists  would  not  do  business  unless  they 
needed\the  materials,  machinery,  and 
food.  Can  the  American  taxpayers  be 
expected  to  shell  out  ever-increasing 
taxes  to  support  foreign  aid,  Peace  Corps, 
USIA,  and  a  host  of  expensive  programs 
needed  to  combat  communism  when 
U.S.  firms  are  actively  trading  with  these 
same  Communists\ 

Let  us  consider  tins  subject  of  food 
for  a  moment.  Are  \e  so  naive  as  to 
believe  that  agriculturahcommodities  are 
not  strategic  materials?  By  what 
strange  logic  then,  does  thV Department 
of  Commerce  justify  its  new  directive, 
which  permits  the  exporting  of  agricul¬ 
tural  products,  as  nonstrategic\materi- 
als,  to  the  Communist  countries  oi  East¬ 
ern  Europe?  Ask  the  military  leaders 
of  any  age  what  an  army  travels\on. 
There  is  just  one  answer — its  stomach\ 

Today  every  Iron  Curtain  country 
having  trouble  feeding  its  populace. 
Hungry  men  are  not  efficient  on  a  pro- 
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.1.  TEXTILES.  Sen.  Muskie  supported  S.  1735,  the  proposed  Orderly  Marketing  Act 
1961,  saying,  "One  of  the  industries  most  seriously  affected  by  low-wage 
ports  has  been  the  textile  industry,"  and  inserting  a  letter  supporting  h 
vbill.  pp.  11666-7 

12.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6441,  to  provide  for 
a  more  effective  program  of  water  pollution  control.  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President,  pp.  11671-3 


13.  TARIFFS.  \Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  6611,  to  reduce  temporarily 
from  duty\njoyed  by  returning  residents,  pp.  11681-2,  11714/ 


17. 


ie  exemption 


14.  YOUTH  CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  two  articles,  supporting  the 

Youth  Conservatism  Corps,  "The  CCC  Is  Worth  Reviving,"  ayo  "CCC  Camps  Made 
Lasting  Contribution  to  Berkshires."  pp.  11682-3 

15.  PEACE  CORPS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  address  by  Rojafert  S.  Shriver,  Jr.,  at 

the  University  of  NotVe  Dame  commencement,  pp.  11683-6 

Received  from  the  Wisconsin  Better  Government  Committee  a  resolution  pro¬ 
testing  against  the  enactment  of  the  Peace  Corps  bill.  p.  11637 

16.  HORSEMENT.  Sen.  Williams,  N\J. ,  inserted  an Article,  "Horsemeat  --  For  Them 

That  Likes  It  --  As  for  One  veteran  of  Germ/m  Prison  Fare,  Please  Count  Him 
Out."  p.  11711 


PERSONNEL.  As  reported  (see  Digests  115)/,  S.  1070,  to  amend  the  Federal  Em?- 
ployees1  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954  so  as  to  provide  for  an  additional 
unit-.  .  of  life  insurance,  provides  each  insured  employee  with  an  additional 
unit  of  nonreducible  life  insurance  (not  subject  to  reduction  after  retirement 
at  age  65)  of  $1,000  if  his  compensatioiKis  less  than  $10,000,  or  $2,000  if 
his  compensation  is  $10,000  or  more.  The\premium  on  the  additional  insurance 
will  be  be  the  same  as  that  on  present  insurance  and  will  be  shared  by  the 
Government  and  the  employee  (12%  cents  for  toe  Government  and  25  cents  for  the 
employee  per  biweekly  pay  period  for  each  $l,00p  additional  insurance.)  Also, 
the  bill  authorizes  life  insurance  coverage  to  ieemployed  annuitants  who  are 
appointee!  on  a  permanent  basis  or  for  a  definite  term  not  of  a  temporary 
nature. 


18.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon./  July  17.  p.  11721 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

19.  ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  insisting  an  article 

describing  the  1961  expansion  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  trafr/c.  p.  A5305 

20.  RECLAMATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Hayden  inserting  an  article,  "Recla¬ 

mation's  Economic  Impact,"  and  stating  that  it  "outlines  very  graphically  the 
progress  a  reclamation  project  induces  ..."  pp.  A5308-9 


21.  F/ 


PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Kefauver  inserting  an  address  by 
ard  Jones,  former  commissioner  of  agriculture  for  Tenn. ,  describing  tn* 
ontributions  being  made  to  our  country  by  the  American  farmer,  pp.  A5318- 


IV,  APPROPRIATIONS;  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Moss  during  debate 
on  the  atomic  energy  authorization  bill.  pp.  A5319-20 
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23  EXPENDITURES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  McCarthy  inserting  an  article, 
••Power  on  the  Potomac,"  and  stating  that  "it  thoughtfully  discusses  the  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments."  pp.  A5323-4 


\ 


24.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  commending  and  inserting 

an  address  before  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Congress,  "Water  Resources  Development 
and  lOur  National  Future."  pp.  A5329-30 


25.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Humphrey  inserting  an 
"Why  United  States  Has  Lost  Export  Sales."  p.  A5330 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


tide. 


26.  MONOPOLIES.  S. ^2252,  by  Sen.  Kefauver  (for  himself  ahd  Sen./Carroll) ,  to  amend 
the  Sherman  Act  Ity  increasing  the  penalties  for  the  violation  thereof;  to 

Judiciary  Committee.  / 

S.  2253,  by  Sen.  kefauver  (for  himself.  Sen.  Carrol!  and  Sen.  Hart),  to 
provide  penalties  foi^certain  violations  of  section  L  of  the  Sherman  Act;  to 
Judiciary  Committee.  \  / 

S.  2254,  by  Sen.  Kefauyer  (for  himself  and  Seny  Carroll) ,  to  amend  the 
Clayton  Act,  as  amended,  to  supplement  the  antitrust  laws  with  respect  to  the 
liability  of  the  directors,  officers  and  agents/of  a  corporation,  to  increase 
the  penalties  for  violations  of  the  antitrusylaws;  to  Judiciary  Committee. 

S.  2255,  by  Sen.  Kefauver  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Hart),  to  supplement  the 
antitrust  laws  with  respect  to  procurement,  by  Government  agencies  on  sealed 
bids;  to  Judiciary  Committee. 


27.  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  S.  2246,  by  Sen. 
velopment  of  the  Nation's  natural 
of  water  and  related  land  resource 
sources  Council  and  river  basin 
ance  to  the  States  in  order  to 


ncrease 


derson,  to  provide  for  the  optimum  de¬ 
uces  through  the  coordinated  planning 
ugh  the  establishment  of  a  Water  Re¬ 
iss  ions,  and  by  providing  financial  assist* 
State  participation  in  such  planning; 


to  Interior  and  Insular  Affair^  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  p.  11641 
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28.  CONFLICT  OF  INTEREST.  H/R.  302,  H.  R.  3050,  H.  R.\)411,  H.  R.  3412,  and  H.  R. 
7139,  bills  designed  to  strengthen  the  Federal  conflict  of  interest  legisla¬ 
tion.  H.  Judiciary  Qommittee. 


29.  FARM  LOANS.  S.  1927,  Farm  loan  system  regulated  by  the  Ff 
tion.  S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 


Credit  Administra- 


30.  PERSONNEL.  S./349,  to  provide  readjustment  assistant  to  post-R^rean  veterans. 
S,  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee. 


31.  TRANSPORTATION .  H.  R.  2429,  willful  destruction  of  property  moving  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce,  and  H.  R.  5596,  amending  parts  2  and  4  of  the  Interstate 
Commence  Act  re  reparation.  H.  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee. 


32.  Cl 


EXCHANGES.  H.  R.  3782,  Inter-American  cultural  and  scientific  ih£er- 
mge  program.  H.  Foreign  Affairs  Committee. 


33.  TARIFF.  H.  R.  6611,  duty-free  allowance  of  returning  residents.  S.  Finance 
Committee. 


1961 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


11671 


Montana,  east  of  the  divide  had  been 
severed  from  Dakota  Territory  in  1863,  when 
the  Territory  of  Idaho  was  formed.  A  year 
later  Montana  Territory  was  created,  includ- 
Sag  the  territory  taken  from  Dakota  and  the 
present  area  west  of  the  divide  which  had 
previously  been  in  Oregon  and  Washington 
Territories. 

Botlv  the  Dakotas  got  their  centennial  cel¬ 
ebrations  underway  in  early  spring  and  the 
festivities,  will  continue  into  September. 

Today,  July  9,  military  units  from  North 
and  South  Dakota  will  participate  in  an  ob¬ 
servance  in  South  Dakota’s  Forest  Sisseton 
State  Park.  \ 

Two  outdoor  \dramas  are  being  staged 
through  the  summer  in  North  Dakota.  “Old 
Four  Eyes,”  the  storV  of  Theodore  Roosevelt’s 
life  as  rancher  in  the'North  Dakota  badlands 
in  the  1880’s  is  being'presented  four  times 
weekly  until  September^  at  a  natural  out¬ 
door  theater  near  Medorav  not  far  from  the 
Montana  line  on  U.S.  Highway  No.  10. 

“Trail  West”  the  story  of 'General  Custer 
and  his  trek  that  ended  in  death  in  Montana, 
is  being  presented  five  times  a  Wek  in  Fort 
Lincoln  State  Park  south  of  Mandan. 

South  Dakota  has  centennial\  Jubilees 
scheduled  at  Armour,  today  through  July  11; 
Isabel,  August  5  and  6,  and  White 'River, 
August  18,  19.  The  most  ebullient  eVent, 
however,  will  be  Gold  Rush  Day  August\27 
near  Huron,  where  spectators  will  dig  for 
more  than  $35,000  in  cash  and  merchandise1 
buried  in  the  ground. 

In  addition  both  States  have  had  and  will 
be  having  numerous  concerts,  rodeos,  and 
local  celebrations  in  honor  of  the  territorial 
centennial. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  yield  briefly? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  merely 
wish  to  say  that  those  of  us  who  live 
in  the  Dakotas  appreciate  the  generous 
recognition  by  the  distinguished  major¬ 
ity  leader  of  the  Dakota  centennial. 
This  summer  we  are  having  a  series  of 
observances  in  the  Dakotas;  and  I  wish 
to  join  the  Senator  from  Montana  in 
suggesting  that  any  Senators  or  others 
who  may  be  traveling  west  during  the 
summer  or  fall  will  find  these  events 
most  worth  while.  One  or  more  of  them 
can  be  enjoyed  by  visitors  at  any  given 
time;  and  all  will  be  most  welcome. 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CON¬ 
TROL  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1961- 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  6441)  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to 
provide  for  a  more  effective  program  of 
water  pollution  control.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House 
proceedings  of  July  6,  1961,  pp.  11137- 
11139,  Congressional  Record.) 

/  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 


There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  request 
the  adoption  of  the  report. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
brief  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
action  taken  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Kerr 

The  report  is  signed  by  a  majority  of  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  and  the 
Senate,  and  the  report  has  been  accepted 
by  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  Senate  amendment  strikes  out  all  of 
the  House  bill  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserts  a  substitute.  The  House  receded  from 
its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate,  with  an  amendment  which  is  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  both  the  House  bill  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment.  The  major  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  House  bill  and  the  substitute 
agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  statement. 

FIRST  SECTION 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (b)  of 
the  first  section  of  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act  to  strike  out  the  specific 
reference  to  boundary  waters  of  States  and 
added  a  clause  stating  that  nothing  in  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  should 
be  construed  as  impairing  or  affecting  the 
power  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
States  to  enforce  State  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  laws  and  regulations.  The  Senate  bill 
made  no  such  amendment. 

The  conference  substitute  does  not  make 
these  amendments  to  existing  law. 

SECTION  2 

The  Senate  amendment  amended  section 
2  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  to  add  a  new  subsection  (b)  which 
would  grant  authority  to  Federal  agencies  to 
include  capacity  in  reservoirs  for  water 
quality  control.  This  capacity  is  not  to  be 
a  substitute  for  adequate  treatment  of  sew¬ 
age.  A  determination  would  be  made  of  the 
benefits  of  such  capacity  and  an  appropriate 
share  of  the  cost  allocated  to  this  purpose. 
Beneficiaries  would  be  determined  and  if  the 
benefits  are  widespread  or  national  in  scope, 
the  costs  of  such  capacity  would  be  nonre¬ 
imbursable. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  such  a  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate. 

SECTION  3  (a) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  4(a)  (4) 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
to  remove  the  limitation  that  not  more  than 
$109,000  could  be  used  to  establish  and  main¬ 
tain  research  fellowships. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  remove 
this  limitation. 

The  conference  substitute  would  remove 
this  dollar  limitation  but  would  require  an 
annual  report  by  the  Secretary  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  commitees  of  Congress  on  his  opera¬ 
tions  under  that  provision  of  law. 

SECTION  3(b) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  sub¬ 
section  (d)  to  section  4  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act.  This  new  subsection 
would  require  the  development  and  dem¬ 
onstration  by  the  Secretary  of  (1)  practi¬ 
cable  means  of  treating  sewage  and  other 
wastes  to  remove  the  maximum  amounts 
of  pollutants  in  order  to  maintain  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  water  at  a  quality  suitable  for  re¬ 
peated  reuse,  (2)  improved  methods  of 
identifying  and  measuring  pollutants,  and 
(3)  methods  for  evaluating  the  effects  of 


augmented  streamfiows  to  control  pollution 
not  otherwise  susceptible  to  abatement. 
An  authorization  for  these  purposes  of  not 
to  exceed  $5  million  per  fiscal  year  with  a 
total  limitation  of  $25  million  is  also  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  amendment. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provi¬ 
sion. 

The  conference  substitute  is  identical  to 
the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Senate  bill  amended  section  4(a)  of 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  by 
providing  for  the  establishment  of  research 
and  field  demonstration  facilities  with  an 
authorization  for  the  appropriation  of  not 
more  than  $10  million.  This  amendment 
was  deleted  because  it  was  concluded  that 
sufficient  authority  for  such  facilities  were 
contained  in  subsection  (e)  of  section  4  of 
the  Senate  bill  and  subsection  (d)  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  House  bill.  These  subsections 
would  authorize  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  field  laboratory  and  research 
facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  one 
in  the  Northeast  area,  one  in  the  Middle 
Atlantic  area,  one  in  the  Southeast  area,  one 
in  the  Midwest  area,  one  in  the  Southwest 
area,  one  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  one 
in  Alaska. 

The  House  bill  amended  section  4  by  add¬ 
ing  a  subsection  calling  for  research  and 
technical  development  work,  and  make 
studies,  with  respect  to  the  .quality  of  wa¬ 
ters  of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  an 
analysis  of  water  quality  under  varying  con¬ 
ditions  of  waste  treatment  and  disposal. 
The  Senate  bill  contained  no  such  provi¬ 
sion.  The  conference  substitute  is  iden¬ 
tical  to  the  House  amendment. 

SECTION  4 

The  House  bill  increased  grants  to  States 
and  interstate  water  pollution  control 
agencies  for  the  operation  of  their  programs 
from  $3  million  to  $5  million  and  extended 
the  authorizations  through  June  30,  1971. 

The  Senate  amendment  is  the  same  as  the 
House  bill  in  this  respect  except  that  the 
authorization  is  extended  only  through 
June  30,  1966. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  House  bill  except  that  the  authorization 
is  extended  only  through  June  30,  1968. 

SECTION  5 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (b) 
of  section  6  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  to  provide  that  no  con¬ 
struction  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project 
in  an  amount  exceeding  whichever  of  the 
following  is  smaller  (1)  $800,000,  or  (2) 
the  total  of  30  percent  of  the  first  $1  million 
of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  project  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary,  plus  15  percent 
of  the  next  $2  million  of  such  cost,  plus  10 
percent  of  the  remainder  of  such  cost. 

The  Senate  bill  amended  the  same  pro¬ 
vision  of  law  as  the  House  bill  to  provide 
that  no  grant  shall  be  made  for  any  project 
in  an  amount  exceeding  30  percent  of  the 
estimated  reasonable  cost  thereof,  or  in  an 
amount  exceeding  $500,000,  whichever  is 
smaller. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  amendment  with  exception  that 
the  amount  of  $500,000  is  increased  to 
$600,000,  and  the  multiproject  limitation  of 
$2,400,000,  as  contained  in  the  House  bill, 
was  retained. 

SECTION  5  (b) 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (b)  of 
section  6  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  to  provide  no  grant  should  be 
made  for  any  project  under  that  section  in 
an  amount  exceeding  $250,000  until  a  grant 
had  been  made  for  each  project  (1)  for  which 
an  application  was  filed  with  the  appropriate 
State  water  pollution  control  agency  prior 
to  the  date  of  enactment  of  amendment  and 
(2)  which  meets  the  requirements  of  the 
section  and  regulations  thereunder  as  in 
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effect  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment.  The 
Senate  bill  contained  a  similar  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  House  bill  with  the  exception  that  the 
priority  given  by  this  amendment  has  been 
extended  to  all  those  smaller  projects  for 
which  applications  are  filed  before  1  year 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  amend¬ 
ment.  . 

SECTION  5  (C)  \ 

The  House  bill  amends  subsection  (c)  of 
section  6  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  to  provide  that  if  an  allotment 
to  a  State  is  not  obligated  within  6  months 
after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  it 
was  made  because  of  a  lack  of  approved 
projects  then  the  Secretary  can  reallocate 
those  unobligated  amounts  on  a  reasonable 
and  equitable  basis.  These  reallocated 
amounts  are  to  be  available  for  projects 
approved  for  grants  before  the  end  of  the 
fiscal  year  following  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
the  original  allotment  was  made. 

The  Senate  amendment  provides  for  the 
reallocation  of  sums  allotted  to  a  State  not 
obligated  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  fol¬ 
lowing  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  were 
allotted  because  of  a  lack  of  approved  proj¬ 
ects.  The  reallocation  shall  be  to  those 
States  having  approved  projects  for  which 
grants  have  not  been  made  because  of  a 
lack  of  funds  with  the  exception  that  when¬ 
ever  the  Surgeon  General  finds  that  the 
need  for  a  project  in  a  community  in  the 
State  is  due  in  part  to  Federal  institutions 
or  Federal  construction  activity,  he  may, 
before  making  any  reallotment,  make  an  ad¬ 
ditional  allocation  to  the  project  which  will 
reflect  an  equitable  contribution  for  the  need 
caused  by  the  Federal  activity. 

The  conference  substitute  is  essentially 
the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment  with  the 
exception  that  the  States  are  given  18 
months  to  obligate  their  allotment  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  House  bill,  rather  than  24 
months  provided  in  the  Senate  amendment. 
In  addition,  the  conference  substitute  makes 
it  clear  that  an  additional  grant  may  be 
made  to  a  project  in  a  State  by  the  Secretary 
because  of  a  Federal  activity  in  that  State 
only  from  funds  allotted  to  that  State  which 
are  subject  to  reallotmeht  because  of  a  lack 
or  approved  projects  in  that  State. 

SECTION  5  (d) 

The  House  bill  amended  subsection  (d)  of 
section  6  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  to  increase  the  amount  authorized 
for  grants  from  $50  million  to  $100  million 
per  fiscal  year.  The  aggregate  authorization 
of  such  sums  is  also  increased  from  $50  mil¬ 
lion  to  $1  billion. 

The  Senate  amendment  amended  the  sub¬ 
section  to  provide  an  authorization  of  $70 
million  for  the  fiscal  year  1962,  $80  million 
for  the  fiscal  year  1963,  $90  million  for  the 
fiscal  year  1964,  $100  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  1965,  and  $100  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
1966.  In  addition  the  Senate  amendment 
repealed  the  restriction  in  existing  law  that 
at  least  50  percent  of  funds  appropriated 
must  be  granted  for  treatment  works  serv¬ 
icing  municipalities  of  125,000  population  or 
less. 

The  conference  substitute  provides  au¬ 
thorization  of  $80  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
1962,  $90  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1963,  and 
$100  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964 
through  and  including  1967.  In  addition  the 
conference  substitute  retains  the  restriction 
requiring  the  use  of  at  least  half  of  the  funds 
appropriated  for  projects  in  cities  of  125,000 
population  or  less  which  was  repealed  by  the 
Senate  amendment. 

section  7(a),  (b),  and  <d) 

The  House  bill  provided  that  pollution  of 
navigable  waters  would  be  subject  to  abate¬ 
ment  under  the  act. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  that  in¬ 
terstate  or  navigable  waters  shall  be  subject 
to  abatement  under  the  act. 


The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  amendment. 

SECTION  7  (C) 

The  House  bill  provides  that  a  conference, 
initiating  Federal  enforcement  procedures, 
must  be  called  on  the  request  of  (1)  the 
Governor,  (2)  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency,  or  (3)  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  State  agency  governing,  the  governing 
body  of  any  municipality,  whenever  the 
xpollution  endangers  the  health  or  welfare 
of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in 
which  the  discharge  originates  (interstate 
pollution).  The  Secretary  on  his  own  ini¬ 
tiative  may  call  such  a  conference  when  he 
has  reason  to  believe  that  such  interstate 
pollution  is  occurring.  Such  a  conference 
must  be  called  whenever  requested  by  the 
Governor,  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency,  or,  with  the  concurrence  of  such 
agency,  the  governing  body  of  any  munici¬ 
pality  when  pollution  is  endangering  the 
health  or  welfare  of  persons  only  in  the 
State  requesting  the  conference  (intrastate 
pollution) ,  unless  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  effect  of  the  pollution  is  not  signif¬ 
icant  enough  to  warrant  the  exercise  of  Fed¬ 
eral  jurisdiction. 

The  Senate  amendment  differs  from  the 
House  bill  in  that  a  conference  could  be 
called  because  of  intrastate  pollution  only 
upon  the  request  of  the  Governor  of  a  State. 

The  conference  substitute  provides  that  a 
conference  could  be  called  in  the  case  of 
interstate  pollution  upon  the  request  of  the 
Governor,  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency,  or,  with  the  concurrence  of  both 
the  Governor  and  the  State  agency,  the 
governing  body  of  any  municipality.  The 
Secretary  may  call  such  a  conference  on  his 
own  initiative  in  the  case  of  interstate  pol¬ 
lution.  The  conference  substitute  provides 
in  the  case  of  intrastate  pollution  that  a 
conference  may  be  called  only  when  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Governor  of  a  State  where 
the  pollution  is  occurring.  In  cases  involv¬ 
ing  intrastate  pollution  the  Secretary  may 
refuse  to  exercise  Federal  jurisdiction  if  in 
his  judgment  the  pollution  is  not  of  such 
significance  to  warrant  the  exercise  of  Fed¬ 
eral  jurisdiction. 

SECTION  7  (e) 

The  House  bill  amends  subsection  (e)  of 
section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  to  provide  that  the  board  which 
under  present  law  conducts  the  public  hear¬ 
ing  to  make  findings  whether  pollution  is 
occurring  and  whether  effective  progress  to¬ 
ward  abatement  is  being  made  shall  be  for¬ 
mally  known  as  a  hearing  board.  The  House 
bill  further  amends  section  8(e)  of  existing 
law  to  provide  that,  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  hearing  board  shall  be 
those  of  the  Secretary  except  to  the  extent 
the  Secretary  believes  other  findings  or  rec¬ 
ommendations  are  warranted.  The  House 
bill  also  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  make 
an  order  requiring  the  abatement  of  pollu¬ 
tion,  which  order  shall  become  final  60  days 
after  its  issuance  unless  an  appeal  is  taken. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  no  changes 
in  the  existing  law. 

The  only  change  in  existing  law  which 
the  conference  substitute  would  make 
would  be  to  formally  designate  the  board 
holding  the  public  hearing  as  a  hearing 
board. 

The  House  bill  amends  subsection  (f)  of 
section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  to  provide  a  detailed  method 
for  appealing  an  order  of  the  Secretary  is¬ 
sued  under  subsection  (e)  of  section  8  as 
proposed  to  be  amended  by  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  no  change 
in  existing  law. 

The  conference  substitute  provides  that 
if  pollution  is  not  abated  within  the  time 
specified  in  the  notice  following  the  public 
hearing  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  may  request  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  to  bring  a  suit  on  behalf  of  the  United 


States  to  secure  abatement  in  the  case  of 
interstate  pollution;  however,  in  the  case  of 
intrastate  pollution  he  may  request  the  in¬ 
stitution  of  such  a  suit  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States  only  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  Governor  of  the  State. 

The  House  bill  amends  subsections  (g) 
and  (h)  of  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  the  ju¬ 
risdiction  of  the  court  with  respect  to  or¬ 
ders  issued  by  the  Secretary  under 
subsection  (e)  of  such  section  8  as  proposed 
to  be  amended  by  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  no  changes 
in  the  existing  law. 

The  conference  substitute  makes  no 
changes  in  the  existing  law  in  this  respect 
since  the  conference  substitute  does  not 
provide  authority  for  the  Secretary  to  issue 
orders  as  was  the  case  in  the  House  bill. 

SECTION  10 

The  Senate  amendment  amends  the  Water 
Supply  Act  of  1958.  The  House  bill  con¬ 
tained  no  such  amendment.  The  present 
Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  provides  authority 
for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  to  include  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  capacity  in  reservoirs 
under  their  jurisdiction.  The  present  law 
provides  that  not  to  exceed  30  percent  of 
the  total  cost  of  any  project  may  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  anticipated  future  demands  if  State 
or  local  interests  give  reasonable  assurances 
that  they  will  contract  for  the  use  of  stor¬ 
age  for  anticipated  future  demands  within 
a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  paying 
out  the  cost  allocated  to  water  supply  with¬ 
in  the  life  of  the  project.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  will  permit  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  to  make  its  own  determination  of 
future  water  supply  needs  and,  on  the  basis 
of  such  determination,  to  include  capacity 
in  a  project  without  definite  contractual 
commitments  from  State  or  local  interests. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  two  questions,  for 
the  purpose  of  interpretation. 

The  conference  report  extends — in  my 
judgment — the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General.  At  present,  the  Surgeon 
General  has  enforcement  powers  over 
interstate  waters.  The  conference  re¬ 
port  will  extend  that  definition,  so  as  to 
apply  to  navigable  waters,  as  well. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  this  question: 
In  the  event  it  should  be  determined  that 
navigable  waters  include  a  navigable 
lake  which  is  wholly  within  a  State,  if 
the  Surgeon  General  instituted  an  ac¬ 
tion,  would  it  be  necessary  for  him  to 
secure  approval  by  the  Governor  of  the 
State,  before  the  Surgeon  General  could 
institute  an  enforcement  action  in 
court? 

Mr.  KERR.  Under  the  bill,  the  an¬ 
swer  is  “Yes.”  Under  the  law  existing 
prior  to  this  bill,  enforcement  author¬ 
ity  has  been  limited  to  interstate  waters; 
and  the  procedures  of  enforcement  are 
very  clearly  set  forth  in  the  present  law. 

Under  the  bill  as  it  came  from  the 
House,  the  authority  of  the  Surgeon 
General — and  that  has  been  changed,  by 
the  way,  to  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare — to  initiate  en¬ 
forcement  proceedings  was  expanded  to 
include  navigable  waters.  Under  the 
language  as  it  came  from  the  House,  an 
order  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Welfare  would  be  effective  un- 
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less  appealed  from  in  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Appeals. 

The  Senate  amended  that  provision 
quite  drastically  limiting  the  expansion 
of  the  enforcement  jurisdiction  to  a  sit¬ 
uation  described  as  interstate  or  navi¬ 
gable  waters,  and  provided  that,  with 
reference  to  intrastate  waters — such  as  a 
navigable  lake  wholly  within  a  State,  as 
described  by  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky — action  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  could 
be  taken  only  upon  the  request  of  the 
Governor  of  the  State  in  which  the  in¬ 
trastate  waters  were  located.  Then  the 
procedure  would  be  before  a  U.S.  Fed¬ 
eral  court. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  on  this  point. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  merely 
want  to  state  for  the  Record  that  was  the 
clear  understanding  on  the  part  of  the 
conferees — that  if  action  were  sought  by 
anyone  with  respect  to  pollution  abate¬ 
ment  of  waters  that  are  wholly  within 
a  State,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare’s  notices  or  recommen¬ 
dations  could  be  effective  only  if  he  had 
been  requested  to  come  into  the  picture 
by  the  Governor.  The  Governor’s  re¬ 
quest  would  be  necessary  before  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  could  enter  into  pollution  abate¬ 
ment  actions  where  waters  are  wholly 
intrastate,  including  the  calling  of  a 
conference. 

Mr.  KERR.  Then  the  procedure 
would  be  to  seek  relief  in  a  court. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  know  the  conference 
report  expresses  this,  but  I  think  it  is 
worth  while  to  ask  this  question  for  the 
Record  and  the  information  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  As  the  bill  came  from  the  House, 
it  provided  that  after  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral — or,  now,  the  Secretary — had  made 
a  decision  upon  an  issue,  the  case  made 
would  be  a  prima  facie  case  and  the  ap¬ 
peal  would  have  to  be  to  a  circuit  court. 
Is  it  correct  to  state  that,  as  the  con¬ 
ference  report  comes  before  the  Senate, 
any  action  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  would  be  insti¬ 
tuted  in  a  U.S.  district  court? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
The  language  which  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  has  referred  to  as  being  in  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House  was  deleted 
by  the  Senate,  and  was  left  out  by  the 
conferees. 

Mr.  COOPER.  These  matters  caused 
me  some  concern  in  the  committee.  I 
am  glad  the  Senator  has  taken  good  care 
of  them,  as  he  always  does. 

I  am  very  strongly  in  support  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South -Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
adoption  of  the  conference  report  will 
mark  the  enactment,  so  far  as  passage 
of  the  bill  by  Congress  is  concerned,  of 


an  expanded  new  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act.  The  purposes  of  the 
bill  are  known  to  all,  and  its  features 
will  be  stresed  in  various  ways  by  various 
poeple. 

Some  comment  has  been  made  in  the 
press  that  the  bill  does  not  go  as  far  in 
the  direction  of  providing  funds  fol¬ 
iar  ge  projects  as  some  people  feel  it 
should.  On  the  other  hand,  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  conferees,  in  reaching 
their  agreement,  provided  greater 
amounts  for  large  projects  than  does  the 
present  law  when  those  projects  had 
been  taken  care  of  that  are  under 
$250,000  and  for  which  applications  have 
been  filed  prior  to  1  year  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  bill. 

We  sought  by  this  device  not  only  tc 
accommodate  the  needs  of  the  larger1 
cities,  but  also  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  smaller  communities  where  30 
percent  of  the  project  cost  would  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $250,000. 

Under  that  protection,  I  feel  the  con¬ 
ference  report  provides  aid  to  the  larger 
cities  as  well  as  protects  the  smaller  com¬ 
munities,  and  thereby  preserves  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act. 

The  bill  as  finally  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference  does  not  provide  as  much  over¬ 
all  money  as  some  persons  had  talked 
about,  but  on  an  annual  basis  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  very  substantial  and  is  consider¬ 
ably  larger  than  it  has  been  in  the  past. 
Yet  it  does  respect  the  situation  of  the 
Treasury  Department  to  a  certain  extent. 

The  conference  agreement  was  one  I 
felt  I  could  support  in  view  of  the  many 
points  of  view  that  had  to  be  considered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  conference 
report  was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  a  word  in  tribute  to  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  for  the 
job  they  did  in  handling  the  legislation 
in  committee  and  on  the  floor,  and  to 
their  representatives  in  conference.  The 
final  report  is  due  to  the  efforts  of  all 
members  of  the  committee. 

Again  I  wish  to  make  the  record  clear 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  the  ranking 
Republican  on  the  committee,  lived  up  to 
his  fine  reputation  of  constructive 
statesmanship,  purposes,  and  ability  to 
cooperate  in  handling  and  improving 
legislation  on  a  bipartisan  basis,  and, 
along  with  his  colleagues,  did  a  fine  job. 
He  especially  did  a  great  job  in  the  lead¬ 
ership  he  manifested  and  in  the  work  he 
performed. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Moss]  had  an  amendment 
which  was  abcepted  and  then  retained  by 
the  Senate  conferees  in  the  conference 
with  the  House. 

Other  Senators  on  the  Democratic  side,  I 
including  the  distinguished  Presiding 
Officer  at  this  moment  [Mr.  Metcalf], 
made  a  fine  contribution  to  the  develop¬ 


ment  of  this  legislation,  which,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma, 
is  going  to  make  a  tremendous  contribu¬ 
tion  to  water  conservation,  development, 
pollution  abatement,  and  water  quality 
control  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield  before  he 
takes  his  seat? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  wish 
to  join  in  what  the  Senator  has  said 
about  the  bipartisan  way  in  which  the 
bill  was  handled,  and  to  commend  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  his  leader¬ 
ship  in  this  field,  which  is  so  closely  re¬ 
lated  to  the  work  of  the  Select  Committee 
on  Water  Resources  which  he  headed 
so  ably. 


SENATOR  BYRD  OF  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  there  appears  in  yestei-day’s 
Washington  Evening  Star  an  article  by 
Gould  Lincoln  entitled  “Byrd’s  Flag  Is 
Flying  High.”  I  wish  to  quote  two  or 
three  sentences  from  the  article: 

The  people  of  Virginia  believe  in  Senator 
Byrd.  They  respect  his  honesty  and  cour¬ 
age.  The  sweeping  victory  of  a  Byrd  sup¬ 
ported  ticket  for  Governor  and  other  major 
State  offices  in  Tuesday’s  primary  is  just 
another  evidence  of  that  faith. 

There  are  host  of  Americans,  both  in 
and  out  of  the  State  of  Virginia,  who 
will  join  Gould  Lincoln  in  paying  respect 
to  this  very  able  Member  of  Congress 
from  the  State  of  Virginia.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  entire  article  be 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Byrd's  Flag  Is  Flying  High 
(By  Gould  Lincoln) 

Rarely  has  any  man  so  dominated  the 
politics  and  policies  of  his  State  for  so  long 
a  time  as  has  Senator  Harry  Flood  Byrd  of 
Virginia.  The  people  of  Virginia  believe  in 
Senator  Byrd.  They  respect  his  honesty  and 
courage.  The  sweeping  victory  of  a  Byrd 
supported  ticket  for  Governor  and  other 
major  State  offices  in  Tuesday’s  primary  is 
just  another  evidence  of  that  faith.  Sena¬ 
tor  Byrd’s  grip  on  the  politics  of  Virginia 
and  the  State  government  has  brought  many 
tinges  a  charge  of  machine  politics,  of  “boss- 
ismV  But  in  all  the  many  years  of  the  so- 
calle<td3yrd  machine,  the  State  has  been  well 
governed  economically  and  without  corrup¬ 
tion.  \ 

The  victory  of  the  Byrd  ticket  for  Gov¬ 
ernor  will  be  hailed  as  a  victory  for  con¬ 
servatism.  I fb,  will  have  its  repercussions 
throughout  tnh  country,  and  it  will  leave 
Virginia,  as  it  has  been  for  years,  in  a  com¬ 
manding  position  vas  a  leader  in  the  South. 
Certainly,  the  radical  Democrats  of  the 
North  and  the  Kennedy  frontiersmen  can 
take  no  joy  in  the  results.  Senator  Byrd 
did  not  say  a  single  whyd  in  favor  of  the 
election  of  President  Kefknedy  in  the  1960 
campaign.  His  silence  was  interpreted  as 
opposition  to  the  Democratic  presidential 
candidate.  Mr.  Kennedy  lost N^irginia. 

The  Virginia  Senator  is  no  religious  bigot. 
He  did  not  withhold  approval  or.  the  Ken¬ 
nedy  ticket  because  Mr.  Kennedy  is.  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Catholic  Church.  He  withheld  his 
approval  because  he  was  strongly  opposed 
to  the  Democratic  national  platform  and\Mr. 
Kennedy’s  pledge  to  go  forward  with  the 
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program  contained  in  that  platform.  Back 
in  1928\when  Senator  Byrd  was  Governor  of 
Virginia,  Xie  fought  hard  in  the  presidential 
campaign^?  elect  Gov.  Alfred  E.  Smith  of 
New  York,  ttoe  first  Catholic  ever  nominated 
by  a  major  political  party  for  President  of 
the  United  Stages.  Governor  Smith  also  was 
in  favor  of  repeal  of  national  prohibition,  a 
real  issue  in  thos\  days.  Despite  Governor 
Byrd’s  efforts,  the  State  was  lost  to  Herbert 
Hoover,  the  Republican  candidate. 

AGAINST  KENNEDY  POLICIES 

Senator  Byrd,  who  has\been  on  many  oc¬ 
casions  a  lone  voice  cryihg  in  the  wilder¬ 
ness  of  financial  irresponsibility  by  Govern¬ 
ment,  has  no  use  for  many  the  domestic 
proposals  of  the  Kennedy  a&piinistration. 
He  is  violently  opposed  to  deficiryspending — 
except  when  necessary  for  national  defense. 
He  believes  that  the  States,  not  th\  Federal 
Government,  should  deal  with  the  schools. 
He  has  been  an  advocate  of  “massive  resist¬ 
ance”  to  the  integration  of  the  public 
schools  in  Virginia.  He  is  opposed  to  someNof 
the  Kennedy  social  welfare  measures,  believ 
ing  that  the  States,  not  Washington  and  the'' 
Federal  Government,  should  see  to-  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  their  citizens.  The  policies  he  has 
advocated  have  been  based  on  principle,  not 
on  partisan  politics. 

Had  the  Tuesday  primary  election  seen  the 
defeat  of  the  Byrd  ticket,  it  would  have  been 
called  a  defeat  for  Senator  Byrd  and  the 
principles  he  advocates.  His  influence  and 
prestige  in  the  Senate  would  been  marred 
even  though  he  himself  was  not  on  the 
ticket. 

Senator  Byrd  is  a  Democrat.  He  has  nev¬ 
er  announced  support  of  a  Republican  can¬ 
didate,  either  for  the  Presidency  or  for  office 
in  Virginia.  In  1952  he  went  so  far  as  to 
say  he  could  not  support  Adlai  Stevenson, 
the  Democratic  nominee  for  President.  In 
1956  he  remained  silent  when  Mr.  Steven¬ 
son  was  again  nominated,  and  in  1960  the 
Senator  again  said  nothing  about  the  presi¬ 
dential  race.  In  all  three  presidential  elec¬ 
tions,  Virginia  was  carried  by  the  Republican 
candidates. 

GOVERNOR  AT  38 

Born  in  1887,  Senator  Byrd  was  elected  to 
the  State  senate  in  1915  when  he  was  28 
years  old.  He  was  38  years  old  when  he 
was  chosen  Governor,  to  serve  a  4-year  term 
extending  from  1926  to  1930.  As  Governor, 
he  immediately  made  his  mark.  He  became 
a  political  power  of  major  proportions. 
Three  years  later,  he  was  appointed  to  the 
Senate  to  fill  a  vacancy  caused  by  the  resig¬ 
nation  of  Senator  Claude  Swanson.  He  later 
was  elected  to  fill  out  the  Swanson  term  in 
the  Senate  and  has  been  a  member  of  the 
Senate  ever  since. 

Senator  Byrd’s  friendship  has  been  sough 
and  valued  by  many  Presidents.  His  per¬ 
sonal  relations  with  President  KennedWare 
very  friendly.  Indeed,  President  Kennedy 
flew  last  spring  in  a  helicopter  to  lAnd  on 
the  lawn  of  Senator  Byrd’s  home  aft  Berry- 
ville  to  attend  a  luncheon  party. /T3ut  Sen¬ 
ator  Byrd’s  personal  friendship  £6r  Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy,  with  whom  he  served  ill  the  Senate 
for  8  years,  does  not  affect  ime  Virginian’s 
theories  of  government  and7  financing. 

There  were  many  conflicting  angles  in¬ 
volved  in  the  primary  election  won  by  the 
Byrd  organization.  TJ*e  outcome,  however, 
reflects  the  conservative  viewpoint  of  Vir¬ 
ginia  voters.  The  opposition  ticket,  which 
drew  a  very  considerable  vote,  pulled  out  all 
the  stops  in  its  Jight  to  overthrow  the  Byrd 
control.  An  an)4zing  feature  of  the  primary, 
in  view  of  the  hard  campaign  and  great  pub¬ 
licity,  was  the  small  turnout  of  voters.  Al¬ 
though  more  than  a  million  qualified  voters 
are  on  the  rolls,  only  350,000  went  to  the 
polls.  'The  Republicans,  of  whom  there  is  an 
increasing,  number  in  the  State,  are  included 
in  the  million  qualified  to  vote.  It  had  been 
expected,  however,  that  some  375,000  to 
i,000  voters  would  cast  their  ballots. 


The  Democratic  nomination  for  Governor 
in  Virginia  has  been  tantamount  to  election. 
There  seems  no  reason  to  challenge  that 
precedent,  although  the  GOP  will  have  a 
candidate  in  the  field  in  November. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DEAN  ERNEST  C. 

MARRINER 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine.  Mr.  President, 
one  of  the  most  outstanding  citizens  of 
Maine,  Dean  Ernest  C.  Marriner,  of 
Waterville,  Maine,  a  prominent  educator 
and  former  dean  of  the  faculty  of  Colby 
College,  recently  made  his  500th  15-min¬ 
ute  broadcast  on  radio  station  WTVL  of 
Waterville,  Maine. 

This  program— which  is  13  years  old — 
is  undoubtedly  the  most  popular  local 
radio  program  in  the  State  of  Maine. 
It  is  the  oldest  Maine  radio  program  in 
Maine  with  the  same  sponsor.  More 
than  that,  it  is  the  oldest  in  New  Eng¬ 
land. 

I  think  that  a  true  measure  of  the 
reat  public  service  of  this  program  and 
its  tremendous  popularity  is  in  the  fact 
thafN.it  has  had  the  same  sponsor  from 
the  very  beginning — the  Keyes  Fibre  Co. 

But  mis  is  not  surprising  in  any  man¬ 
ner  to  me — because  I  have  been  privy 
leged  to  know  Dean  Marriner  for  majiy, 
many  years\l  have  never  known  afmev 
person.  I  h&^e  never  had  a  friend  of 
whom  I  was  more  proud  than  Dean 
Ernest  C.  Marriner. 

I  have  never  knhwn  anyone/in  my  life 
who  was  more  respected  and  for  whom 
there  was  greater  deep  affection  than 
that  which  the  people  ^Maine  have  for 
Dean  Marriner. 

I  ask  unanimous  con£ent\that  his  500th 
broadcast  be  printed7 in  thXbody  of  the 
Congressional  Record,  together  with  an 
account  in  the  May  20,  1961,  n(aterville 
Morning  Sentinel  about  this  btaadcast 
and  program  /and  a  biography  o\Dean 
Marriner. 

There  befng  no  objection,  the  article, 
account,  .Biography,  and  broadcast  we 
ordered/to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  a; 
follow ' 

Marp/ner  Will  Present  His  500th  Broadcast 
(By  Everett  Webb) 

''Thirteen  years  ago — it  was  in  the  fall  of 
1948 — Dean  Ernest  C.  Marriner  agreed,  al¬ 
though  somewhat  hesitantly,  to  fill  in  on  a 
15-minute  WTVL  (Waterville)  radio  pro¬ 
gram  for  “3  or  4  weeks.” 

Sunday  the  popular  Dean  Marriner  will 
present  his  500th  broadcast.  During  the  past 
13  years,  the  current  historian  at  Colby  Col¬ 
lege  has  compiled  an  enviable  record. 

At  the  same  time,  he  was  given  central 
Maine  an  insight  into  the  colorful  past 
of  Waterville,  Kennebec  County,  Somerset 
County,  and  other  sections  of  Maine. 

“Little  Talks  on  Common  Things,”  which 
is  the  name  of  his  15-minute  Sunday  night 
chats,  has  covered  such  interesting  history 
as  the  covered  bridges  of  Maine,  the  narrow- 
gage  railroads,  the  Abnaki  Indians  of  Water¬ 
ville,  Waterville’s  first  murder,  the  Coolidge 
murder,  oldtime  doctors  hereabout,  and  un¬ 
numbered  other  tidbits  of  days  gone  by, 
including  Maine’s  famous  racehorses. 

And  through  it  all  only  one  sponsor  has 
ever  been  associated  with  "the  program. 
Keyes  Fibre  Co.  of  Waterville  first  sponsored 
the  programs  on  the  dean’s  third  broadcast. 
They  are  still  the  sponsors. 

To  honor  Dean  Marriner  for  achieving  500 
programs  on  the  air,  the  Kennebec  Broad¬ 
casting  Co.  and  the  Keyes  F’ibre  Co.  presented 
him  an  18-carat  gold-plated  16-inch  record. 


Marriner  proudly  points  to  the  fact  that 
his  is  the  oldest  Maine  radio  program  in 
Maine  with  the  same  sponsor.  It  is  also  th@ 
oldest  in  New  England. 

He  is  also  proud  that  his  sponsors  do  /lot 
ever  interrupt  during  his  program  for 
mercials.  The  only  mention  of  the  sponsor 
is  in  the  introduction  and  at  the  en/Tot  the 
program. 

Marriner  Wednesday  related  hofr  the  pro¬ 
gram  had  its  origin. 

He  said  that  Carleton  Brojtfn,  who  is  a 
neighbor  of  Marriner  and  president  of  the 
Kennebec  Broadcasting  Co.vfetopped  him  one 
day  in  the  fall  of  1948. 

Brown  said,  “Couldn’vyou  give  me  some¬ 
thing  to  fill  in  for  a  few7 weeks?” 

He  explained,  according  to  the  dean,  that 
it  would  only  be  for/a  few  weeks. 

Brown  said  he  Was  looking  for  a  program 
“that  would  beymeaningful”  to  follow  the 
Drew  Pearson  pi'ogram ,  which  was  on  the  air 
from  6  to  6:l^p.m. 

“I  didn’t y^are  what  he  talked  about,  as 
long  as  h/  would  talk,”  Brown  said.  He 
compared/the  dean’s  voice  to  that  of  the  late 
President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  and  said 
that  the  dean  reminded  him  of  the  time 
when'F.D.R.  had  his  fireside  chats. 

fown  added  that  he  told  Marriner,  “Be- 
fofe  you  start,  I  want  you  to  come  downtown 
to  the  corner  of  Temple  and  Main  Streets 
and  watch  the  people  getting  on  and  off  the 
Oakland  bus.  Prepare  yourself  to  talk  to 
those  people,  because  they  are  the  ones  you’ll 
be  talking  to.” 

The  dean  did  Just  that. 

After  Marriner  had  agreed  to  do  the  broad¬ 
cast,  Brown  called  him  one  day  and  asked, 
“What  are  you  going  to  talk  about?” 

The  dean  replied,  “Little  Talks  on  Com¬ 
mon  Things.”  And  the  first  broadcast  was 
just  that.  He  discussed  the  birth  of  a  baby. 

Marriner  states  that  since  his  third  broad¬ 
cast  he  has  never  had  to  do  any  digging  and 
research  for  his  programs.  And  a  look  at 
his  library  would  explain  the  reason.  Peo¬ 
ple  who  listen  to  the  program  offer  him  items, 
historical  information,  articles  of  days  gone 
by,  and  through  these  contributions  comes 
the  materials  for  his  15  minutes  each  Sunday. 

The  only  break  in  the  series  is  during  the 
summer,  when  he  takes  his  vacation.  But 
every  September  he  resumes  and  continues 
through  each  June. 

How  was  the  sponsor  obtained?  Before  the 
third  program,  back  in  1948,  Brown  and  Mar¬ 
iner  went  to  visit  the  late  Wallace  Parsons, 
tlmn  president  of  the  Keyes  company,  and 
Ratoh  Cutting,  current  president  of  the  firm, 
to  discuss  the  possibility  of  sponsoring  the 
program.  Brown  said  it  was  stressed  that  it 
was  a  quality  program  and  that  it  was  not 
designeaVto  sell  “products  but  to  sell  good 
will.” 

In  his  c&Uection,  accumulated  over  the 
years,  are  numerous  items  of  value,  many 
irreplaceable.  Vhey  all  have  a  tie-in  with 
the  past  in  Mair 

The  program  alko  made  possible  the  two 
books  published  byvthe  dean,  one  entitled 
“Kennebec  Yesterday^’  and  the  second  “Re¬ 
membered  Maine.” 

Marriner  is  former  de^n  of  the  faculty  at 
Colby  College  and  is  chairman  of  the  board 
of  trustees  of  the  Water  villk  Public  Library. 

Among  his  most  highly  priced  possessions 
are  a  copy  of  Maine’s  first  newspaper,  the 
Falmouth  Gazette  of  1785  (vol.  lN^To.  1);  and 

larch  12, 
hand- 


a  copy  of  the  Boston  Gazette  of' 
1770,  containing  the  earliest  fir 
printed  account  of  the  Boston  Massac's 


Biography 


of  Ernest  Cummings  Marri' 
Historian 


JER, 


»  Ernest  Cummings  Marriner  was  born  OcN 
tober  16,  1891,  in  Bridgton.  The  son  of ' 
Wyllis  and  Margie  Whitney  Marriner,  he 
graduated  from  Bridgton  High  School  in 
1909  and  from  Colby  College  in  1913. 


Public  Law  87-88 
87th  Congress,  H.  R.  6441 
July  20,  1961 

an  act 

To  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  effective 
program  of  water  pollution  control,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a)  the  last  Federal  Water 
sentence  of  section  1(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  ActPollu1:ion  Con- 
(33  U.S.C.  466(a) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “To  this  end,  thetro1  Aot  An,end_ 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (hereinafter  in  this  Ad™nq+=+f  Ian1- 
called  the  ‘Secretary’)  shall  administer  this  Act.” 

(b)  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8(c)  (3) ,  and  the  first  sentence  of  sec-  33  use  466a- 
tion  10(a),  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking  out  “Surgeon 466g,  466i, 
General”  and  “Surgeon  General’s”  wherever  they  appear  therein  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary”  and  “Secretary's”,  respectively. 

(c)  Sections  4(a)  and  7 (c)  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  striking 
out  “Public  Health  Service”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare”. 

(d)  Sections  7(a)  (2)  (B)  and  10(b)  of  such  Act  are  each  amended 
by  striking  out  “Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary”. 

(e)  Section  10(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  second 
and  third  sentences  thereof. 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  “(a)”  after  “Sec.  2.”  and  by  inserting  at  the 
end  of  such  section  the  following: 

“(b)  (1)  In  the  survey  or  planning  of  any  reservoir  by  the  Corps  Water  quality 
of  Engineers,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or  other  Federal  agency,  con-  control, 
sideration  shall  be  given  to  inclusion  of  storage  for  regulation  of 
streamflow  for  the  purpose  of  water  quality  control,  except  that  any 
such  storage  and  water  releases  shall  not  be  provided  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  waste 
at  the  source. 

“(2)  The  need  for  and  the  value  of  storage  for  this  purpose  shall  be  storage, 
determined  by  these  agencies,  with  the  advice  of  the  Secretary,  and 
his  views  on  these  matters  shall  be  set  forth  in  any  report  or  presenta¬ 
tion  to  the  Congress  proposing  authorization  or  construction  of  any 
reservoir  including  such  storage. 

“(3)  The  value  of  such  storage  shall  be  taken  into  account  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  economic  value  of  the  entire  project  of  which  it  is  a 
part,  and  costs  shall  be  allocated  to  the  purpose  of  water  quality  con¬ 
trol  in  a  manner  which  will  insure  that  all  project  purposes  share 
equitably  in  the  benefits  of  multiple-purpose  construction.  75  $tat.  204. 

“(4)  Costs  of  water  quality  control  features  incorporated  in  any  75  stat!  205! 
Federal  reservoir  or  other  impoundment  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  shall  be  determined  and  the  beneficiaries  identified  and  if  the 
benefits  are  widespread  or  national  in  scope,  the  costs  of  such  features 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  proviso  in  paragraph  (4)  of  subsection  (a)  of  Report  to 
section  4  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  Congress, 
read  as  follows :  “ Provided ,  That  the  Secretary  shall  report  annually 
to  the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  on  his  operations  under  this 
paragraph ;”. 

(b)  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  at  the  Research,  etc. 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections : 

“(d)(1)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section  the  Secretary 
shall  develop  and  demonstrate  under  varied  conditions  (including 
conducting  such  basic  and  applied  research,  studies,  and  experiments 
as  may  be  necessary)  : 


■Appropriation. 


Grants  to 
States,  etc. 


75  STAT.  205. 

75  STAT.  206. 
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“(A)  Practicable  means  of  treating  municipal  sewage  and 
other  waterborne  wastes  to  remove  the  maximum  possible  amounts 
of  physical,  chemical,  and  biological  pollutants  in  order  to  restore 
and  maintain  the  maximum  amount  of  the  Nation’s  water  at  a 
quality  suitable  for  repeated  reuse; 

“(B)  Improved  methods  and  procedures  to  identify  and 
measure  the  effects  of  pollutants  on  water  uses,  including  those 
pollutants  created  by  new  technological  developments;  and 

“(C)  Methods  and  procedures  for  evaluating  the  effects  on 
water  quality  and  water  uses  of  augmented  streamflows  to  control 
water  pollution  not  susceptible  to  other  means  of  abatement. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  there  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  not  more  than  $5,000,000  for  any  fiscal  year,  and  the  total 
sum  appropriated  for  such  purposes  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  shall  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  field  labora¬ 
tory  and  research  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  one  to  be 
located  in  the  northeastern  area  of  the  United  States,  one  in  the 
Middle  Atlantic  area,  one  in  the  southeastern  area,  one  in  the  mid- 
wTestern  area,  one  in  the  southwestern  area,  one  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west,  and  one  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  for  the  conduct  of  research, 
investigations,  experiments,  field  demonstrations  and  studies,  and 
training  relating  to  the  prevention  and  control  of  water  pollution. 
Insofar  as  practicable,  each  such  facility  shall  be  located  near  institu¬ 
tions  of  higher  learning  in  which  graduate  training  in  such  research 
might  be  carried  out. 

“(f)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  research  and  technical  develop¬ 
ment  work,  and  make  studies,  with  respect  to  the  quality  of  the  waters 
of  the  Great  Lakes,  including  an  analysis  of  the  present  and  projected 
future  water  quality  of  the  Great  Lakes  under  varying  conditions  of 
waste  treatment  and  disposal,  an  evaluation  of  the  water  quality 
needs  of  those  to  be  served  by  such  waters,  an  evaluation  of  municipal, 
industrial,  and  vessel  waste  treatment  and  disposal  practices  with 
respect  to  such  waters,  and  a  study  of  alternate  means  of  solving  water 
pollution  problems  (including  additional  waste  treatment  measures) 
with  respect  to  such  waters.” 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  following 
“June  30,  1961,  $3,000,000”  the  following:  ,  and  for  each  succeeding 
fiscal  year  to  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968, 
$5,000,000”. 

( b )  Subsection  (f)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(4)  thereof,  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (5) 
thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “;  and”,  and  by 
adding  after  such  paragraph  (5)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“(6)  sets  forth  the  criteria  used  by  the  State  in  determining 
priority  of  projects  as  provided  in  section  6(b)  (4) .” 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
take  effect  July  1,  1961. 

(d)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall 
take  effect  July  1,  1962. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Clause  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  6  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“(2)  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  clause,  no  grant  shall  be 
made  for  any  project  in  an  amount  exceeding  30  per  centum  of  the 
estimated  reasonable  cost  thereof  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
or  in  an  amount  exceeding  $600,000,  whichever  is  the  smaller:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  grantee  agrees  to  pay  the  remaining  cost :  Provided 
further,  That,  in  the  case  of  a  project  which  will  serve  more  than 
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one  municipality  (A)  the  Secretary  shall,  on  such  basis  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable,  allocate  to  each  municipality 
to  be  served  by  such  project  its  share  of  the  estimated  reasonable 
cost  of  such  project,  and  shall  then  apply  the  limitations  provided 
in  this  clause  (2)  to  each  such  share  as  if  it  were  a  separate  proj¬ 
ect  to  determine  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant  which  could 
be  made  under  this  section  with  respect  to  each  such  share,  and 
the  total  of  all  the  amounts  so  determined  or  $2,400,000,  whichever 
is  the  smaller,  shall  be  the  maximum  amount  of  the  grant  which 
may  be  made  under  this  section  on  account  of  such  project,  and 
(B)  for  the  purpose  of  the  limitation  in  the  last  sentence  of  sub¬ 
section  (d),  the  share  of  each  municipality  so  determined  shall  be 
regarded  as  a  grant  for  the  construction  of  treatment  works;”. 

■(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  0  is  further  amended  by  striking 
out  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (3)  and  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  of  clause  (4)  :  “ ;  and  (5)  no  grant  shall  be  made  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  for  any  project  in  any  State  in  an  amount  exceeding  $250,000  until 
a  grant  has  been  made  thereunder  for  each  project  in  such  State  (A) 
for  which  an  application  was  filed  with  the  appropriate  State  water 
pollution  control  agency  prior  to  one  year  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  clause  and  (B)  which  the  Secretary  determines  met  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  section  and  regulations  thereunder  as  in  effect  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  clause”. 

(c)  The  third  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section  6  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows :  “Sums  allotted  to  a  State  under  the  preceding  sen¬ 
tence  which  are  not  obligated  within  six  months  following  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  were  allotted  because  of  a  lack  of 
projects  which  have  been  approved  by  the  State  water  pollution  control 
agency  under  subsection  (b)(1)  of  this  section  and  certified  as  en¬ 
titled  to  priority  under  subsection  (b)  (4)  of  this  section,  shall  be  re¬ 
allotted  by  the  Secretary,  on  such  basis  as  he  determines  to  be  reason¬ 
able  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  regulations  promulgated 
by  him,  to  States  having  projects  approved  under  this  section  for 
which  grants  have  not  been  made  because  of  lack  of  funds:  Provided , 
however ,  That  whenever  a  State  has  funds  subject  to  reallocation  and 
the  Secretary  finds  that  the  need  for  a  project  in  a  community  in  such 
State  is  due  in  part  to  any  Federal  institution  or  Federal  construction 
activity,  he  may,  prior  to  such  reallocation,  make  an  additional  grant 
with  respect  to  such  project  which  will  in  his  judgment  reflect  ait 
equitable  contribution  for  the  need  caused  by  such  Federal  institution 
or  activity.  Any  sum  made  available  to  a  State  by  reallotment  under 
the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  funds  otherwise  al¬ 
lotted  to  such  State  under  this  Act.  The  allotments  of  a  State  under 
the  second  and  third  sentences  of  this  subsection  shall  be  available, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  for  payments  with 
respect  to  projects  in  such  State  which  have  been  approved  under  this 
section.” 

(d)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  6  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal 

year  through  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  the 
sum  of  $50,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  purpose  of  making  grants 
under  this  section.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
for  the  purpose  of  making  grants  under  this  section,  $80,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962,  $90,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1963,  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  $100,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  $100,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967.  Sums  so  appropriated  shall  remain 
available  until  expended :  Provided ,  That  at  least  50  percent  of  the 
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funds  so  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  used  for  grants  for 
the  construction  of  treatment  works  servicing  municipalities  of  125,000 
population  or  under.” 

Rate  of  wages  (e)  Section  6  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
for  laborers  following  new  subsection : 

and  mechanics.  “(f)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to 
insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or  sub¬ 
contractors  on  projects  for  which  grants  are  made  under  this  section 
shall  be  paid  wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  for  the 
same  type  of  work  on  similiar  construction  in  the  immediate  locality, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of 
March  3,  1931,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  (46  Stat. 
1494;  40  U.S.C.,  secs.  276a  through  276a-5).”  , 

Water  Pollution  Sec.  6.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (1)  of  section  <  of 
Control  Advisory  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
Board.  lows :  “There  is  hereby  established  in  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 

cation,  and  Welfare,  a  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board, 
composed  of  the  Secretary  or  his  designee,  who  shall  be  chairman,  and 
nine  members  appointed  by  the  President,  none  of  whom  shall  be 
Federal  officers  or  employees.” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (2)  (A)  of  such  section  7 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof :  “,  and 
(iii)  the  term  of  any  member  under  the  preceding  provisions  shall  be 
extended  until  the  date  on  which  his  successor's  appointment  is 
6ff6CtlV6^. 

(c)  Members  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board 
(established  pursuant  to  section  7(a)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  as  in  effect  prior  to  enactment  of  this  Act)  serving 
immediately  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  members 
of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Advisory  Board,  established  by  the 
amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  until  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  terms  of  office  for  which  they  were  appointed. 

33  use  466g.  Sec.  7.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 

tion  Control  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

75  STAT.  207. _ 

75  STAT.  208.  “enforcement  MEASURES  AGAINST  POLLUTION  OF  INTERSTATE1  OR 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS 


“Sec.  8.  (a)  The  pollution  of  interstate  or  navigable  waters  in  or 
adjacent  to  any  State  or  States  (whether  the  matter  causing  or  con¬ 
tributing  to  such  pollution  is  discharged  directly  into  such  waters 
or  reaches  such  waters  after  discharge  into  a  tributary  of  such  waters), 
which  endangers  the  health  or  welfare  of  any  persons,  shall  be  subject 
to  abatement  as  provided  in  this  Act.” 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  8  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“interstate  waters”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “interstate  or  navi¬ 
gable  waters”. 

(c)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section  8  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

Notification  “(c)  (1)  Whenever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any  State  or  a 

of  pollution.  State  water  pollution  control  agency,  or  (with  the  concurrence  of 
the  Governor  and  of  the  State  water  pollution  control  agency  for 
the  State  in  which  the  municipality  is  situafed)  the  governing  body 
of  any  municipality,  the  Secretary  shall,  if  such  request  refers  to 
pollution  of  waters  which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of 
persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in  which  the  discharge  or  dis¬ 
charges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution)  originates,  give 
formal  notification  thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency 
and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States  where  such 
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discharge  or  discharges  originate  and  shall  call  promptly  a  con¬ 
ference  of  such  agency  or  agencies  and  of  the  State  water  pollution 
control  agency  and  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or  States, 
if  any,  which  may  be  adversely  affected  by  such  pollution.  When¬ 
ever  requested  by  the  Governor  of  any  State,  the  Secretary  shall,  if 
such  request  refers  to  pollution  of  interstate  or  navigable  waters 
which  is  endangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  only  in  the 
requesting  State  in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or 
contributing  to  such  pollution)  originate,  give  formal  notification 
thereof  to  the  water  pollution  control  agency  and  interstate  agency, 
if  any,  of  such  State  and  shall  promptly  call  a  conference  of  such 
agency  or  agencies,  unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  the 
effect  of  such  pollution  on  the  legitimate  uses  of  the  waters  is  not 
of.  sufficient  significance  to  warrant  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdiction 
under  this  section.  The  Secretary  shall  also  call  such  a  conference 
whenever,  on  the  basis  of  reports,  surveys,  or  studies,  he  has  reason 
to  believe  that  any  pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  and  en¬ 
dangering  the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that 
in  which  the  discharge  or  discharges  originate  is  occurring.” 

(d)  Paragraph  (3)  (A)  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section  8  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “interstate”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“interstate  or  navigable”. 

(e)  Subsections  (d),  (e),  and  (f)  of  such  section  8  are  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“(d)  If  the  Secretary  believes,  upon  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
ference  or  thereafter,  that  effective  progress  toward  abatement  of 
such  pollution  is  not  being  made  and  that  the  health  or  welfare  of 
any  persons  is  being  endangered,  he  shall  recommend  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  State  water  pollution  control  agency  that  it  take  necessary 
remedial  action.  The  Secretary  shall  allow  at  least  six  months  from 
the  date  he  makes  such  recommendations  for  the  taking  of  such 
recommended  action. 

“(e)  If,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  period  so  allowed,  such  remedial 
action  has  not  been  taken  or  action  which  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Secretary  is  reasonably  calculated  to  secure  abatement  of  such  pol¬ 
lution  has  not  been  taken,  the  Secretary  shall  call  a  public  hearing, 
to  be  held  in  or  near  one  or  more  of  the  places  where  the  discharge 
or  discharges  causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution  originated, 
before  a  Hearing  Board  of  five  or  more  persons  appointed  by  the 
Secretary.  Each  State  in  which  any  discharge  causing  or  contrib¬ 
uting  to  such  pollution  originates  and  each  State  claiming  to  be 
adversely  affected  by  such  pollution  shall  be  given  an  opportunity 
to  select  one  member  of  the  Hearing  Board  and  at  least  one  member 
shall  be  a  representative  of  the  Department  of  Commerce,  and  not 
less  than  a  majority  of  the  Hearing  Board  shall  be  persons  other 
than  officers  or  employees  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  At  least  three  weeks’  prior  notice  of  such  hearing 
shall  be  given  to  the  State  water  pollution  control  agencies  and 
interstate  agencies,  if  any,  called  to  attend  the  aforesaid  hearing 
and  the  alleged  polluter  or  polluters.  On  the  basis  of  the  evidence 
presented  at  such  hearing,  the  Hearing  Board  shall  make  findings 
as  to  whether  pollution  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  is  occurring 
and  whether  effective  progress  toward  abatement  thereof  is  being 
made.  If  the  Hearing  Board  finds  such  pollution  is  occurring  and 
effective  progress  toward  abatement  thereof  is  not  being  made  it 
shall  make  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  concerning  the  meas¬ 
ures,  if  any,  which  it  finds  to  be  reasonable  and  equitable  to  secure 
abatement  of  such  pollution.  The  Secretary  shall  send  such  findings 
and  recommendations  to  the  person  or  persons  discharging  any  matter 
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causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution,  together  with  a  notice 
specifying  a  reasonable  time  (not  less  than  six  months)  to  secure 
abatement  of  such  pollution,  and  shall  also  send  such  findings  and 
recommendations  and  such  notice  to  the  State  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  agency  and  to  the  interstate  agency,  if  any,  of  the  State  or 
States  where  such  discharge  or  discharges  originate. 

“(f)  If  action  reasonably  calculated  to  secure  abatement  of  the 
pollution  within  the  time  specified  in  the  notice  following  the  public 
hearing  is  not  taken,  the  Secretary — 

“(1)  in  the  case  of  pollution  of  waters  which  is  endangering 
the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  in  a  State  other  than  that  in 
which  the  discharge  or  discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to 
such  pollution)  originate,  may  request  the  Attorney  General  to 
bring  a  suit  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  to  secure  abatement 
of  pollution,  and 

“(2)  in  the  case  of  pollution  of  waters  which  is  endangering 
the  health  or  welfare  of  persons  only  in  the  State  in  which  the  dis¬ 
charge  or  discharges  (causing  or  contributing  to  such  pollution) 
originate,  may,  with  the  written  consent  of  the  Governor  of  such 
State,  request  the  Attorney  General  to  bring  a  suit  on  behalf  of 
the  United  States  to  secure  abatement  of  the  pollution.” 

(f)  Subsection  (h)  of  such  section  8  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“(h)  Members  of  any  Hearing  Board  appointed  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (e)  who  are  not  regular  full-time  officers  or  employees  of  the 
United  States  shall,  while  participating  in  the  hearing  conducted  by 
such  Board  or  otherwise  engaged  on  the  work  of  such  Board,  be  en¬ 
titled  to  receive  compensation  at  a  rate  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not 
exceeding  $100  per  diem,  including  travel  time,  and  while  away  from 
their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel 
expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by 
law  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the  Government  service  employed 
intermittently. 

“(i)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term — 

“(1)  ‘person’  includes  an  individual,  corporation,  partnership, 
association,  State,  municipality,  and  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  and 

"(2)  ‘municipality’  means  a  city,  town,  borough,  county,  parish, 
district,  or  other  public  body  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law.” 
Sec.  8.  Section  9  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentences: 
“In  his  summary  of  any  conference  pursuant  to  section  8(c)(3)  of 
this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  include  references  to  any  discharges 
allegedly  contributing  to  pollution  from  any  Federal  property. 
Notice  of  any  hearing  pursuant  to  section  8(e)  involving  any  pollu¬ 
tion  alleged  to  be  effected  by  any  such  discharges  shall  also  be  given 
to  the  Federal  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  the  property  involved 
and  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Hearing  Board  conduct¬ 
ing  such  hearing  shall  also  include  references  to  any  such  discharges 
which  are  contributing  to  the  pollution  found  by  such  Hearing 
Board.” 

Sec.  9.  Section  11  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

“(d)  The  term  ‘State'  means  a  State,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

“(e)  The  term  ‘interstate  waters’  means  all  rivers,  lakes,  and  other 
waters  that  flow  across  or  form  a  part  of  State  boundaries,  including 
coastal  waters.” 
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Sec.  10.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat. 
319),  is  amended  by  striking  out  all  beginning  with  “ Provided ,”  in  the 
first  proviso  to  the  colon  at  the  end  of  the  second  proviso  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “ Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any  con¬ 
struction  or  modification  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  that  all  authorized  purposes 
served  by  the  project  shall  share  equitably  in  the  benefits  of  multiple 
purpose  construction,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  as  the  case  may  be :  Provided  further , 
That  before  construction  or  modification  of  any  project  including 
water  supply  provisions  for  present  demand  is  initiated,  State  or 
local  interests  shall  agree  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  such  provisions  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section :  And  provided  further , 
That  not  to  exceed  30  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  any 
project  may  be  allocated  to  anticipated  future  demands  where  State 
or  local  interests  give  reasonable  assurances,  and  there  is  reasonable 
evidence,  that  such  demands  for  the  use  of  such  storage  will  be  made 
within  a  period  of  time  which  will  permit  paying  out  the  costs  al¬ 
located  to  water  supply  within  the  life  of  the  project”. 

Sec.  11.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961”. 

Approved  July  20,  1961,  12:25  p.m. 
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